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ABSTRACT 
Many individuals have worked in the hospitality industry such as serving in a 
restaurant or housekeeping in a hotel. Individuals have different motives for applying for 
a hospitality job, and those motives may lead them to perceive the hospitality job 
differently and behave differently in the hospitality work environment. This study 
explored employees' work motives based on McClelland's theory of needs, and 
investigated the effect of work motives on work behaviors (e.g., organizational 
citizenship behaviors) and attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction and organizational commitment). 
The study employed a mixed methods approach. First, in-depth individual interviews 
were conducted with 11 employees from different hospitality segments to explore 
hospitality employees' work motives. Four themes emerged from analyses of these 
interviews: job itself, need for achievement, need for affiliation, and need for power. 
Based on these four themes, a work motive measurement scale was developed. This scale, 
along with other scales adopted from the literature, was used to develop a paper 
questionnaire. Data were collected from 388 current and former employees (65.7% 
response rate) from various hospitality segments (e.g., foodservice and lodging). Data 
analysis showed that employee work motives have a strong influence on job satisfaction 
(β= .50, p < .001) and on the presence of organizational citizenship behaviors (β= .43, p 
< .001). Moreover, job satisfaction strongly and positively influenced organizational 
commitment (β= .83, p < .001) and organizational commitment positively influence 
organizational citizenship behavior (β= .28, p < .001). This study provides important 
evidence of the value of investigating applicants' motives for applying for a job because 
work motives are strongly related to their work behaviors and attitudes. Interview 
questions designed to elicit information about individuals' motives for applying for a 
ix 
 
 
 
hospitality job should be included when developing or designing selection and hiring 
processes. By understanding applicants' work motives, employers can better assess 
whether applicants are a good fit for the unique characteristics of hospitality jobs and 
culture, and whether positive job performance can be expected from them.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
The hospitality industry not only sells edible products, it offers intangible values 
like service delivery, dining atmosphere, and other attractive amenities (Ha & Jang, 2010).  
Providing quality service is one of the major concerns for hospitality operators (Liu & 
Jang, 2009; Yuksel & Yuksel, 2003). High quality service, as delivered by employees, is 
critical to customers’ overall enjoyment and repeat patronage (Ladhari, Brun, & Morales, 
2008; Liu & Jang, 2009).   
Employees play a primary role in delivering quality service. Because they come 
into direct and regular contact with customers, employees are responsible for meeting 
customers’ requests. They are expected to undertake their responsibilities with enthusiasm; 
however, jobs in the industry have been characterized by insufficient salaries and training 
(Poulston, 2008), few benefits, low job security, and long working hours (Dawson, Abbott, 
& Shoemaker, 2010). Consequently, turnover is an ongoing concern in the industry, which 
impacts service quality and leads to significant costs (Iverson & Deery, 1997; Walsh & 
Taylor, 2007). According to a report from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (see Table 1.1), 
the turnover rate in the leisure and hospitality industry is very serious when compared 
with other industries. Therefore, steps are necessary to reduce the high turnover rate in the 
hospitality industry. 
There are plenty of potentially qualified employees, willing to dedicate 
themselves and enjoy providing services in the hospitality industry. It is important for 
management, through appropriate personnel plans and human resources practices, to find 
and recruit employees who fit hospitality jobs and the hospitality culture. This is 
especially true given that high-quality human resources are a value not easily imitated by 
competitors (Barney, 1991). 
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Table 1.1: Quits rates a by industry from April to September 2012 
Industry 
Rates 
April May June July August September 
Total private 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 
Construction 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.2 
Manufacturing 1.0 1.0  .9  .9  .9  .9 
Trade, transportation, and   
utilities 
1.8 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.7 
    Retail trade 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.2 
Professional and business     
services 
2.2 2.5 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.1 
Education and health  
services 
1.3 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.2 
   Health care and social   
   assistance 
1.4 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.2 
   Leisure and hospitality 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.2 2.9 
   Arts, entertainment, and  
   recreation 
2.5 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.3 1.8 
   Accommodation and  
   food services 
3.4 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.1 
Note. Adopted from “Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey,” by Bureau of Labor 
Statistics U.S. Department of Labor. 
a The quits rate is the number of quits during the entire month as a percent of total 
employment. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
Over the past several years, the question of how to increase employees’ 
motivation in the work environment has been extensively investigated (e.g., Chiang & 
Birtch, 2010; Karatepe & Olugbade, 2009; Lundberg, Gudmundson, & Andersson, 2008; 
Wildes, 2008; Wong & Ladkin, 2008). However, despite this abundance of research, little 
is actually known about what initially motivates workers to choose the hospitality 
industry for employment, nor is there any information about how those initial reasons 
affect later job behaviors and attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
and organizational citizenship behavior). For the purpose of this study, those initial 
reasons for working in the industry are referred to as work motives. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of hospitality employees’ 
work motives on their work behaviors and attitudes. The study sought to contribute an 
enhanced theoretical understanding of employees’ work motives, utilizing scales that 
measure employees’ work motives in the hospitality industry. Furthermore, based on the 
findings of the study, employees’ work motives might serve as another antecedent by 
which to anticipate their subsequent behaviors and attitudes.  
As such, findings from this research could be used as a reference for hospitality 
operators and HR managers trying to design a hiring process to recruit employees whose 
personal values and viewpoints are congruent with the hospitality culture. Furthermore, 
understanding employees’ motives to work also benefits operators in designing 
compensation and training policies appropriate to meet employees’ expectations, so as to 
enhance their positive work behaviors and attitudes. Finally, it may serve to reduce the 
high turnover rate. 
The specific objectives of this study were as follows:  
1. Explore employees’ work motives based on McClelland’s theory of needs and develop 
a work motives scale. 
2. Investigate the relationship between employees’ work motives and job satisfaction.  
3. Explore the relationship between employees' work motives and organizational 
citizenship behaviors.  
4. Examine the relationship between employees' job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment.  
5. Determine the relationship between employees' organizational commitment and 
organizational citizenship behaviors.  
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Assumptions 
The assumptions made for this study were as follows:  
1. The participants were sufficiently informed to respond to the interview questions and 
would answer the questionnaire truthfully.   
 
2. The questionnaires were distributed by university instructors according to geographical 
regions established by the researcher.  
3. University students who have/had hospitality work experience understood their own 
work motives and were able to self-report these. 
Definitions 
Convention and meeting service industry—Convention and meeting services include 
"meeting planning, convention center management, event planning and management, 
exhibition and tradeshow planning; and management and convention services in hotels" 
(International Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and Institutional Education, 2006, p. 5). 
Food service industry—Food services can exist in any places where food is served.  
Types of food services include "quick service, carry-out, family-style, specialty and fine 
dining" (International Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and Institutional Education, 2006, p. 
5). Places which provide food services could include any type of restaurant, as well as 
"coffee shops and dining rooms in hotels and lodging facilities, schools, businesses, 
colleges and universities, and hospitals" (International Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and 
Institutional Education, 2006, p. 5). 
Hospitality—It is identified as having four characteristics:  
 
     (a) It is conferred by a host on a guest who is away from home. (b) It is 
interactive, involving the coming together of a provider and receiver. (c) It is 
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comprised of a blend of tangible and intangible factors. (d) The host provides for the 
guest's security, psychological and physiological comfort (as cited in King, 1995, p. 
220).   
 
Hospitality culture—"[W]hat a group learns over a period of time as that group solves its 
problems of survival in an external environment and its problems of internal integration. 
Such learning is simultaneously a behavioral, cognitive, and emotional process" (Schein, 
1990, p. 111). 
Hospitality industry—For this study, the hospitality industry contains convention and 
meeting service industry, food service industry, lodging industry, and recreation service 
industry.  
Lodging industry—Lodging services are provided by "luxury, full-service convention, 
all-suite, mid-scale and budget hotels, motels, resorts, conference centers, inns, 
senior-living service, time-shares, condominiums, and bed and breakfast operations" 
(International Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and Institutional Education, 2006, p. 5). 
Recreation service industry—Recreation services are provided in various ways. The 
services provided by "theme parks and attractions" employees are included in this study 
(International Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and Institutional Education, 2006, p. 5).  
Dissertation Organization 
      This dissertation is presented using the alternative format, which includes six 
chapters. Chapter 2 and chapter 3 present a Review of Literature and Methodology, 
respectively. Chapter 4 is a journal article prepared for submission to the International 
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management. Chapter 5 is a journal article prepared 
for submission to the International Journal of Hospitality Management. These two 
journal articles follow the writing and referencing format for each journal's requirements.  
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I was involved in entire research stages including: idea conception, data collection, data 
analysis, and manuscript preparation. Dr. Arendt served as major professor and 
contributed at every phase of the research process. Dr. Russell served as statistical expert 
to provide assistance in the data analysis. Chapter 6, the last chapter, presents general 
conclusions of the study. Reference lists are provided at the end of each chapter. 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This literature review is structured around four main study variables: work 
motives, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship 
behaviors. Definitions, theories, concepts, dimensions, relationships among the four 
variables, and selected empirical studies are discussed.   
Work Motives 
Definition 
Motives, in this study, refer to “an activated state within a person-consisting of 
drive urges, wishes, and desires-that leads to goal-directed behavior” (Mowen & Minor, 
1998, p. 160). In addition, Pinder (1998) offered the following definition of work 
motivation, “…a set of energetic forces that originate both within as well as beyond an 
individual’s being to initiate work-related behavior, and to determine its form, direction, 
intensity, and duration” (p. 11).  
Theory of motivation 
Motivation is the most important factor that leads people to act (Shinn, 1986).  
According to Pinder’s (1998) definition, both environmental forces and inherent personal 
qualities influence work-related behaviors. Motivation is indiscernible and cannot be 
measured. Therefore, proposed theories must be employed to understand and to learn 
about people's motivation (Ambrose & Kulik, 1999). Relevant motivation theories, for 
example Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and Herzberg’s two-factor theory, are generally 
well known. Several work motivation studies have explored individual differences and 
their effects on work motivation. For instance, Honore (2009) indicated that motivation is 
affected by several different factors, notwithstanding that each person has his/her own 
individuality. Therefore, for the current study, individual differences were considered 
when identifying a motivation theory.  
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McClelland’s theory of needs   
McClelland’s theory of needs, presented in the 1960s, is one of the earliest 
theories to focus on work motivation and individual differences (McClelland & Winter, 
1969). McClelland’s theory was based on Murray’s (1938) study. The author indicated 27 
basic personality needs and referred to these as psychogenic needs. Based on 
McClelland’s theory of needs, there are three types of needs that differ amongst 
individuals: need for achievement, need for power, and need for affiliation (McClelland, 
1985). Many empirical studies (e.g., McClelland, 1985; McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & 
Lowell, 1976) have demonstrated that the three types of needs can be used to describe the 
major reasons why people do things. Furthermore, Jex and Britt (2008) indicated 
McClelland’s theory of needs could be the most commonly applied framework of human 
motivation. Table 2.1 provides the selected previous studies adopting the concepts of 
McClelland's theory.  
Need for achievement (nAch)   
McClelland et al. (1976) suggested individuals desiring to accept and accomplish 
challenging or difficult tasks are grouped with a high nAch. People grouped with a high 
nAch are characterized by goal setting and high standards of performance (Philips & 
Gully, 1997). Turban and Keon (1993) suggested job seekers with a high nAch prefer 
jobs or companies that provide promotion or rewards based on job performance rather 
than seniority. In other words, a job which primarily relies on an employee’s personal 
performance and responsibility is applicable to a high nAch type person. People who 
exhibit a high nAch have certain personality traits such as openness, conscientiousness, 
and creativity (Aitken-Harris, 2004). Overall, the characteristics of individuals with a 
high nAch are a willingness to dedicate themselves thoroughly to take responsibility and 
complete tasks, especially challenging ones.   
10 
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Table 2.1: Selected studies based on the concept of McClelland’s theory of needs 
Year 
published  
Author Journal 
Type of 
Need 
Description of Need 
Mentioned 
personality traits 
1993 Turban & Keon Journal of Applied 
Psychology 
Need for 
Achievement 
Individuals who desire to accept and 
accomplish challenging or difficult 
tasks are grouped within the need for 
achievement. 
Openness, 
Self-discipline, 
Understanding, 
Conscientiousness, 
Creativity 
1997 Phillips & Gully Journal of Applied 
Psychology 
2004 Aitken-Harris Personality and 
Individual 
Differences 
1986 Singh British Journal of 
Projective 
Psychology & 
Personality Study 
Need for 
Power 
Individuals who desire to influence 
and lead others are attracted to jobs 
or organizations that give them a 
sense of achievement and 
empowerment. 
Extrovert 
Outgoing, 
Trusting, 
Conservative, 
Assertiveness, 
Forthright 
1998 Winter, John, 
Stewart, Klohnen, 
& Duncan 
Psychological Review 
2006 Fodor, Wick, & 
Hartsen 
Journal of Research 
in Personality 
1998 Winter et al. Psychological Review Need for 
Affiliation 
Individuals who desire to build or 
keep friendship with others or 
among groups work best in 
environments where they are cared 
for and encouraged. 
Extraversion, 
Outgoing 
2001 Wiesenfeld, 
Raghuram, & 
Garud 
Journal of 
Management 
2007 Highhouse, 
Thornbury, & Little 
Organizational 
Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes 
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Need for power (nPow) 
People with a high nPow desire to influence and lead others (Winter, John, 
Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998). There are two forms of power: personalized 
power and social power (McClelland, 1970). Individuals exercising personalized 
power prefer dominant jobs where they can control others; they are naturally more 
aggressive than those with social power. Social power is similar to leadership which 
refers to people who desire to lead or engage others in goal attainment. Workers who 
engage in a job that fulfills their nPow are satisfied and motivated. Extroverts, whose 
personalities are outgoing (Winter et al., 1998), trusting, conservative, assertive, and 
forthright (Singh, 1986) relate to a high nPow. Hence, individuals with a high nPow 
are attracted to jobs or organizations that give them a sense of achievement and 
empowerment. 
Need for affiliation (nAff)   
Winter et al. (1998) identified individuals with a high nAff as those who 
desire and maintain friendships with others or among groups; they readily establish 
positive relations with others. In addition, individuals with a high nAff are thought to 
enjoy stable relationships, generously give of their time, and are content with their 
jobs (Winter et al., 1998). Extraverts, people who prefer interpersonal interactions, 
present a higher level of nAff than introverts (Winter et al., 1998), and readily 
commit to an organization when given internal support (Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, & 
Garud, 2001). Therefore, those with a high nAff work best in environments where 
they are cared for and encouraged (Wiesenfeld et al., 2001). 
The Personality Research Form (PRF), which was introduced by Douglas 
Jackson in 1967, was proposed to measure McClelland's three needs. The PRF was 
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developed based on Murray's theory of personality, which focused on people's basic 
needs in personality (SIGMA Assessment Systems Inc., 2012). The measure of the 
PRF is now owned by SIGMA Assessment Systems Incorporation. The measure 
contains 22 unique scales of personality traits, which include abasement, 
achievement, affiliation, aggressions, autonomy, change, cognitive structure, 
defendence, desirability, dominance, endurance, exhibition, harm avoidance, 
impulsivity, infrequency, nurturance, order, play, sentience, social recognition, 
succorance, and understanding. Each scale consists of 16 items on a true-false 
response format. The PRF has been tested using various adults’ samples, such as 
college students, psychiatric inpatients, and criminal offenders (SIGMA Assessment 
Systems Inc., 2012). Many researchers adopted the PRF as an instrument to conduct 
their researches (Ray & Hall, 1995; Steinmay & Spinath, 2009; Steinmetz, Park, & 
Kabst, 2011). Even though the reliability estimates of the PRF are very high (ranging 
from .80 to .96) (SIGMA Assessment Systems Inc., 2012), most of the measured 
items are unusable for this study (e.g., I would like to play a part in making laws or I 
would make a poor military leader). Therefore, the measure for work motives would 
be developed, based on major themes obtained and developed from a qualitative 
research of this study to determine the research objectives.  
Importance of knowing employees’ work motives 
The match, agreement, or similarity between people and their work 
environment is the focus of person-environment (P-E) fit (Ehrhart & Makransky, 
2007). P-E fit refers to the match between a person and his/her position, group, 
vocation, or organization (Kristof, 1996). Therefore, P-E fit can vary in perspective, 
such as person-position fit, person-vocation fit, person-person fit, person-group fit, 
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person-job (P-J) fit, and person-organization (P-O) fit (Morley, 2007). Ehrhart (2006) 
indicated P-O fit and P-J fit are important when applying for a job.  
Kristof (1996) defined P-O fit as “the compatibility between people and 
organization that occurs when at least one entity provides what the other needs or 
they share fundamental characteristics or both” (pp. 4-5). In other words, P-O fit 
emphasizes characteristic similarities between a person and the organization, and 
how they meet the needs of each other (Sekiguchi, 2004). P-O fit addresses 
connections between an individual’s attitudes, organizational goals, and values (van 
Vianen, De Pater, & Van Dijk, 2007). P-O fit emphasizes the importance of 
congruence between employees and work processes, and the importance of 
employees’ organizational identities (Morley, 2007). Organization attraction and 
employee selection (Carless, 2005), work behaviors, career decisions (Young & 
Hurlic, 2007), employee commitment, job satisfaction, and intent to stay (Verquer, 
Beehr, & Wagner, 2003) are manifestations of P-O fit. Thus, P-O fit is the key 
element to ensure a committed workforce, especially in a tight labor market 
(Sekiguchi, 2004).  
P-J fit is defined as the match between an individual’s knowledge, skills, 
abilities, and job requirements, as well as job attributes (Edwards, 1991). P-J fit 
refers to the compatibility between individuals and performance requirements of 
specific jobs or tasks (Kristof, 1996). Researchers have found that P-J fit is the 
primary consideration when making a career choice (e.g., Werbel & Gilliland, 1999).  
Researchers have demonstrated positive outcomes when there is P-J fit. For instance, 
workers are more likely to perform better, meet managers' expectations, and stay 
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longer when their skills meet the requirements of the job description (Hecht & Allen, 
2005; Lopez & Babin, 2009). 
Selected empirical studies from the United States  
Curtis and Upchurch (2010) explored the motivational factors accounting for 
the job loyalty of front-of-the house chain restaurant employees by adopting 
McClelland’s theory. A total of 104 completed questionnaires (no response rate 
reported) were used to conduct data analysis. A 12-item instrument with a five-point 
Likert-type scale (1= very unimportant to 5= very important) was used for the study.  
Kovach’s (1980) concept of motivational factors and McClelland's theory were used 
as references to develop the questionnaire statements. The findings showed the four 
factors having the highest mean ratings were: management loyalty to employees (M 
= 4.56, SD = 0.87), good working conditions (M = 4.56, SD = 0.87), job security (M 
= 4.49, S D= 0.99), and good wages (M = 4.45, SD = 0.91). Other primary 
motivational factors included gratitude for a job well done (M = 4.36, SD = 0.93), a 
feeling of being involved (M = 4.33, SD = 0.92), promotion or career development 
(M = 4.27, SD = 0.96), interesting work (M = 4.24, SD = 0.90), tactful discipline (M 
= 4.18, SD = 0.74), incentives for doing a good job (M = 3.91, SD = 1.05), and public 
recognition for a job well done (M = 3.91, SD = 1.07). Only two needs highlighted by 
McClelland’s theory—nAch and nAff (but not the nPow)—were identified by 
exploratory factor analysis. The factor, nAff, included these nine items: a feeling of 
involvement, job security, good wages, interesting work, tactful discipline, 
promotion or career development, good working conditions, management loyalty to 
employees, and gratitude for a job well done. The factor, nAch, related to three items: 
public recognition for a job well done, incentives for doing good work, and 
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supervisor assistance with personal problems. Based on their findings, the authors 
asserted that these motivators influenced restaurant employees, specifically, 
front-of-the-house employees. The authors suggested that restaurant personnel 
management strategies could be developed based on satisfying employees’ needs for 
achievement and affiliation through well-established pay and reward policies and by 
creating a supportive work environment.   
Kim, Hallab, and Lee (2009) studied career expectations and preferences of 
students majoring in hospitality and tourism management. The study sample was 126 
university students (no response rate provided). A questionnaire, which consisted of 
sections on career-related expectations and preferences, was used to measure the 
influence of various factors on students’ decision making. A five-point Likert-type 
scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) was adopted from Cheng (1998) 
and McCleary and Weaver (1988). Based on the findings, the authors indicated the 
sample percentages that selected each of the following as a career choice. The 
lodging industry (31%) was most favored as a future career, followed by travel 
agencies (17%) and airlines (14%). Only 7% of the students chose restaurant 
management, and 5% of them choose foodservice management as their future focus.  
Regarding the importance of job-related motivators, having an interesting job (M = 
3.39, SD not provided) was top-rated factor, followed by benefits (M = 3.29, SD not 
provided) and good working conditions (M = 3.14, SD not provided). The authors 
suggested that practitioners in the hospitality industry need to consider job-related 
motivators of potential employees when recruiting and training. Moreover, college 
practitioners should be aware of students’ career aspirations when they undertake 
faculty recruitment and student career orientation.  
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Self and Dewald (2011) explored the common factors that motivate long-term 
restaurant servers to stay in their jobs. The researchers conducted in-depth interviews 
with non-directional open-ended questions. Their sample consisted of 21 food 
servers who had great professional skills, excellent attitudes, and long-term work 
experiences (over 12 months) at the selected restaurant chain. Each interview took 
approximately 45 minutes and each was tape-recorded. After analyzing the 
transcripts, the authors identified three major themes: (a) duty and a financial 
need—various life and economic backgrounds caused various personal attitude 
toward behavioral and work perspectives; (b) friendship—peers were the most 
influential factor for employees’ work intention because of the social contact; and (c) 
a realistic job description—it was helpful to reduce the gap between work 
expectations and actual work conditions, especially for new restaurant employees. 
The authors suggested consideration is given to employees’ characteristics, pecuniary 
resources, and social life to develop effective employment selection and retention 
strategies. 
Wildes (2008) explored work retention motivators for foodservice employees 
and the different perspectives among employees of different age groups. The sample 
for this study was comprised of 241 servers (54.8% response rate) from 22 
foodservice outlets in central Pennsylvania, United States. The participants were 
asked to rank the importance of work motivators: money, career advancement, 
training and development, health benefits, having fun at work, flexible hours, and 
other features. Based on the findings, money (60.2%) was ranked as the top work 
motivator for all age groups; furthermore, the other top motivators were then 
compared by age group. First, two age groups, 18 to 25-year olds and 46 to 55 year 
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olds, ranked having fun at work as secondary motivator. However, the 36 to 45-year 
olds were not motivated by fun. Instead of having fun at work, health benefits were 
more important for 36 to 45-year olds and workers 55 years old or older. For those 
26 to 35 years old, flexible hours were important. These findings also showed that a 
high percentage (70%) of the participants who were less than 36 years old intended 
to leave the industry within two years. Based on the findings from the study, the 
author suggested that restaurant practitioners consider developing recruitment and 
retention practices targeted to employees in different age groups because they have 
different priorities and intentions.  
Selected studies from outside of the United States 
Wong, Siu, and Tsang (1999) explored work motivators from Hong Kong 
hotel employees’ perspectives and the effects of various demographic characteristics 
on perceived work motivators. The sample of the study comprised 1,245 hotel 
employees (38.4% response rate) occupying both low- and high-level positions in 
hotels belonging to the Hong Kong Hotels Association. The questionnaire 
incorporated Kovach’s (1980, 1987) ten work motivators answered on a five-point 
Likert-type scale (1= least important to 5= most important) and a section on 
demographic information. According to the findings, three factors were the top-rated 
work motivators: opportunities for advancement and development, loyalty to 
employees, and good wages. Moreover, the findings showed that there were no 
significant differences of overall extrinsic work motivators, such as job security and 
pay, which corresponded to the hotel employees’ demographic characteristics.  
However, there were three intrinsic motivators—interesting work, feeling of being 
involved, and opportunities for advancement/development—that differed according 
18 
 
 
 
to demographic characteristics. For example, female employees focused more on 
interesting work (M = 4.06, SD = 0.93) than male employees (M = 3.93, SD = 0.97).  
Non-married employees focused more on feelings of being involved (M = 4.04, SD = 
0.88) than married employees (M = 3.90, SD = 0.87). Employees in the highest 
positions (e.g., manager) focused on opportunities for advancement/development (M 
= 4.34, SD = 0.89) more than employees in the lower managerial positions (e.g., 
supervisor) (M = 4.18, SD = 0.92) and in entry level positions (M = 4.09, SD = 1.00).  
The authors concluded that intrinsic factors are more important than extrinsic factors 
for the Hong Kong hotel employees. Therefore, the authors suggested that 
management practices should be focused on: training and development; opportunities 
for employees to become more involved with the company; job enrichment and job 
enlargement.  
Job Satisfaction 
Definition 
Job satisfaction relates to an individuals' job experiences (Berry, 1998). 
Normally, when employees have positive feelings toward their work, one can say 
they have job satisfaction (Locke, 1976; Odom, Boy, & Dunn, 1990). Brown and 
Peterson (1993) highlighted several factors that positively affect employees’ 
satisfaction, such as supervisors’ treatment, salary, and relationships between 
co-workers and customers. In addition, job satisfaction is used to explain an 
employee’s job attitude towards his/her job and organization. Locke (1976) stated 
that job satisfaction “…results from the appraisal of one’s job as attaining or 
allowing the attainment of one’s important job values. Producing these values is 
congruent with, or helps to fulfill one’s basic needs” (p. 1328). 
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Equity theory  
Job satisfaction relates to equity theory (Ambrose & Kulik, 1999). Scarpello 
and Vandenberg (1992) indicated that job satisfaction is affected by the relationship 
between employees' job expectations and what the job actually offers. Equity theory 
is as "employees perceive what they get from a job situation (outcomes) in relation to 
what they put into it (inputs) and then compare their input-outcome ratio with the 
input-outcome ratios of relevant others" (Robbins & DeCenzo, 2008, p. 271). The 
equity formula is as follows: (
𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑎𝑛 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙
𝐼𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠𝑎𝑛 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙
=
𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟
𝐼𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟
). The so-called 
inputs refer to employees’ expenditure of effort, time, work quality, and effectiveness.  
Outcomes refer to the returns from work, such as salaries, bonuses, respect, and 
recognition. Equity exists when an individual perceives the ratio is equal to the ratios 
of the relevant others. Robbins and DeCenzo (2008) indicated employees are 
motivated significantly by "relative rewards as well as absolute rewards" (p. 273).  
They adjust their behaviors to seek balance in the input-outcome ratio when 
comparing those with others (Robbins & DeCenzo, 2008). 
Employees’ feelings of inequity and unfairness in the workplace can result in 
two major problems having the potential to negatively impact an organization: low 
productivity (Adams, 1963; Allen & White, 2002) and theft (Greenburg, 1990). A 
“person may decrease inputs if they are high relative to other’s and to his own pay” 
(Adams, 1963, p. 428). Person refers to an individual and other refers to the 
comparison. To use an equation to represent the quotation above makes it easier to 
understand: 
𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑎𝑛 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙
𝐼𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠𝑎𝑛 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙
<
𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟
𝐼𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟
. Therefore, when an individual 
perceives the ratio of his/her outcomes to inputs is lower than the ratio of other’s, the 
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individual may be not willing to (a) expend more effort to improve the quality of 
work, (b) present citizenship behavior, or (c) keep the job (Adams, 1963). Employee 
poor performance and illegal behavior are seen as payback for unfair management 
practices after employees have devoted themselves to the organization. 
Conversely, a “person may decrease his outcomes if they are high relative to 
other’s outcomes and to his own inputs” (Adams, 1963, p. 429). The equation for the 
quotation above is shown as 
𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑎𝑛 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙
𝐼𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠𝑎𝑛 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙
>
𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟
𝐼𝑛𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟
. When an individual 
perceives the ratio of his/her outcomes to inputs is higher than others', the individual 
may (a) improve the quality of work, (b) improve work efficiency, or (c) give up the 
use of benefits, such as a free parking space. Overall, those work behaviors are in 
line with the equity and justice. 
Job satisfaction is related to the various feelings employees have for a job and 
whether their expectations toward the job are fulfilled as compared to their 
workplace contributions (Scarpello & Vandenber, 1992). Employees' job attitudes 
and affective reactions are used to identify whether they are satisfied (Spector, 1997). 
Dimensions of job satisfaction   
Based on the equity theory mentioned above, perceived fair treatment and 
return are the basis of employee job satisfaction. Job satisfaction is also constructed 
from other various factors, including salaries, bonuses, respect and recognition.  
Therefore, employees' job satisfaction comprises a variety of dimensions. Smith, 
Kendall, and Hulin (1969) proposed five facets to measure employee job satisfaction: 
work, pay, promotions, supervision, and co-workers. “The factors which seem to 
emerge most consistently are a general factor, a pay and material-rewards factor, a 
factor dealing with the work itself, a supervision factor, a promotion factor, and a 
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factor related to the other workers on the job” (Smith et al., 1969, p. 30).   
Later studies suggested similar dimensions of employee job satisfaction.  
For instance, Brown and Peterson (1993) highlighted several factors that positively 
affect employees’ satisfaction, such as supervisor treatment, salary, and relationships 
with co-workers and customers. Furthermore, job characteristics, which consist of 
“skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback” (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1976, pp. 257-258) correlate with job satisfaction (Kim & Jogaratnam, 
2010).  
The Job Diagnostic Survey, Job Characteristics Inventory, Job Descriptive 
Index, and Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire are instruments used to measure job 
satisfaction. Balzer et al. (2000) indicated employees' different aspects of a job are 
identifiable by measuring specific facets of job satisfaction, rather than measuring 
overall job satisfaction. The Job Descriptive Index (JDI) was developed based on five 
facets, satisfaction with work, pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision, and 
co-workers, of any work situation (Smith et al., 1969). In addition, each JDI item 
used to describing the five facets of a job is stated by an adjective, which is easily 
understood by respondents. Therefore, of the instruments, the JDI was employed by 
the present study.   
The JDI was initially developed in the 1960s by Smith, Kendall, & Hulin at 
Bowling Green University. It is a reliable and valid instrument for measuring 
employees' job satisfaction. Studies (e.g., O’Reilly & Roberts, 1973; Waters & 
Waters, 1969) indicated the JDI is a well-known and effective job satisfaction 
measure used in both private business and government. Smith et al. (1969) and others 
(e.g., Dunham, Smith, & Blackburn, 1977) claimed the JDI is reliable (reliability of 
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JDI is .92) and valid. The dimensions used in JDI have been applied to various 
occupations (Golembiewski & Yeager, 1978; Smith, Smith, & Rollo, 1975). In 
addition, considering the length of the JDI (a total of 72 questions), a short version of 
the JDI (Abridged JDI) was developed (Bowling Green State University, 2012). The 
abridged JDI consists of 30 questions in yes, no, or a question mark format and its 
validity and reliability are the same as the original JDI (Bowling Green State 
University, 2012). The abridged JDI, therefore, was adopted by this study to measure 
hospitality employees’ job satisfaction. More JDI details are discussed later in the 
methodology section. 
Consequences of job satisfaction  
Job satisfaction can impact employees’ job attitudes, job behaviors, and job 
performance. In the hospitality industry, job satisfaction helps ensure ideal service 
quality for customers (Arnett, Laverie, & McLane, 2002). Moreover, studies have 
demonstrated a close relationship between job satisfaction and employees’ work 
behaviors. For instance, Iaffaldano and Muchinsky (1985) indicated that job 
performance is positively related to employees’ job satisfaction. Similarly, Hartline 
and Ferrell’s (1996) study showed a positive relationship between employees’ job 
satisfaction and service quality. Additionally, Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, and 
Nilles-Jolly (2005) suggested that high quality service results from high employee 
job satisfaction. Spinelli and Canavos (2000) found that employees’ job performance 
(e.g., emotion and attitude) impacted customers’ perceptions. Overall, a primary 
concern for hospitality operators and managers was employees’ job satisfaction 
because their positive work performance depends on their job satisfaction (Arnett et 
al., 2002). 
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Several studies have suggested there is a positive relationship between job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment (e.g., Kim, Leong, & Lee, 2005; Redfern, 
Hannan, & Norman, 2002). Bartle, Dansby, Landis, and McIntyre (2002) found that 
when employees feel more satisfaction in their jobs, they show a higher level of 
commitment. Employee job satisfaction not only accounts for employees’ job 
attitudes and behaviors, it also impacts their intentions to remain with the 
organization (Kim & Jogaratnam, 2010). Studies by Brown and Peterson (1994), 
Mathieu and Hamel (1989), and Reichers (1985) demonstrated that job satisfaction is 
an antecedent to organizational commitment. Several studies have found a positive 
relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment (e.g., Kim, 
Leong, & Lee, 2005; Yang, 2010). This implies that employees who are satisfied with 
their jobs display greater organizational commitment.  
Selected empirical studies from the United States 
Gazzoli, Hancer, and Park (2010) studied restaurant employees and 
investigated the relationships among empowerment, job satisfaction, and service 
quality. The study population was 474 employees (85.7% response rate; including 
management and entry-level employees) from steakhouse chain restaurants in the 
central United States. In addition, they measured customers’ perceptions of service 
quality. A total of 1,289 customers (15.5% response rate) returned the questionnaire.  
The employee questionnaire consisted of sections on empowerment, with 12 items 
adapted from Fulford and Enz (1995); there was one item on job satisfaction. 
Perceived service quality was measured with the 20-item SERVQUAL (Hartline & 
Ferrell; 1996, Snipes et al., 2005; Yoon et al., 2001). The authors found a significant 
and positive relationship between empowerment and job satisfaction (𝛽 = .488, t = 
24 
 
 
 
7.575), and between job satisfaction and customers’ perceived service quality (β 
= .124, t = 2.859); moreover, there was a significant indirect effect of empowerment 
on customers’ perceived service quality (coefficient = .060, t = 9.030). Based on the 
findings, the authors indicated that customers’ perceived service quality was 
impacted directly by employees’ job satisfaction and was impacted indirectly by the 
level of employee autonomy. The authors suggested conducting a well-designed 
selection process to obtain qualified restaurant employees. Furthermore, restaurant 
employees should have training in how to confront uncomfortable situations 
involving customers. Having more authority to deal with such awkward situations 
could improve employees’ job satisfaction, especially when dealing with customer 
complains.  
Kim and Jogaratnam (2010) examined the influences of individual variables 
(pressure/stress and intrinsic motivation) and organizational variables (job 
characteristics, supervisory leadership, and participative decision making) on job 
satisfaction and its impact on hospitality employees’ work intentions. The sample 
size was 221 employees (24.0% response rate) working either in mid-scale hotels or 
casual dining restaurants in Southeastern Michigan. Participants completed a 
questionnaire consisting of individual variables with eight items from previous 
studies (e.g., Cummings & Bigelow,1976; Sutton & Rousseau ,1979); moreover, 
organizational variables with 18-item from studies by Sims et al. (1979), Sutton and 
Rousseau (1979), and Taylor and Bowers (1972); also, job satisfaction with two 
items from Lyons (1971), and work intentions with three items by Lyons (1971). The 
researchers found job satisfaction was significantly and positively predicted by job 
characteristics and participative decision-making, but was negatively predicted by  
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pressure/stress (𝛽 = .61, t = 3.11; 𝛽 = .45, t = 2.00; 𝛽 = -.67, t = -5.30, respectively).  
However, employees’ intention to stay was not significantly predicted by job 
satisfaction, but was significantly predicted by intrinsic motivation and supervisory 
leadership (𝛽 = .21, t = 2.41; 𝛽 = .53, t = 6.17, respectively). Based on these findings, 
the authors concluded that hospitality employee job satisfaction can be measured by 
perceived job characteristics and pressure, as well as opportunities for decision 
making. In addition, work intention related to the employees' perceptions of 
organizational and supervisor support and their intrinsic motivation. Thus, the 
authors suggested the following practices: develop training programs to improve 
employees’ understanding of job duties, establish a channel through which 
employees can voice their opinions, and create a comfortable and supportive work 
environment to decrease pressure. These practices would not only increase 
employees’ job satisfaction and satisfy their work needs, but would reduce their 
intentions to leave the organization. 
Lee (2009) explored restaurant employees’ job satisfaction factors and 
investigated how those factors differed based on job category, seniority, and gender.  
The sample for the study was 204 employees (22.0% response rate; including both 
managerial and entry level positions) from full-service casual restaurants located in 
the northeastern United States. The instrument, Workplace Learning Questionnaire, 
was adapted from Spector’s (1997) version. A six-point Likert-type scale was used to 
determine respondents’ agreement, or lack thereof, with the statements (1= disagrees 
very much, to 6= agrees very much). The author conducted an exploratory factor 
analysis to identify five job satisfaction factors: alienation from work, recognition, 
benefits, enjoyment, and co-workers. In addition, the findings showed that restaurant 
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employees were satisfied with their jobs overall. Specifically, the employees were 
more satisfied with the factors of recognition (M = 4.22, SD = 0.98), enjoyment (M = 
4.85, SD = 0.9), and co-workers (M = 5.1, SD = 0.95) than factors of alienation from 
work (M = 3.9, SD = 0.94) and benefits (M = 3.7, SD = 1.3). Moreover, according to 
the analysis using Kruskal-Wallis H test, employee job satisfaction differed 
significantly only by seniority (H (2) = 19.43, p <.01); employees’ gender and job 
categories had no impact on job satisfaction. However, there were no definitive 
results regarding differences in job satisfaction according to seniority. The author 
mentioned that employees who had worked in the restaurant less than one year 
showed higher levels of job satisfaction than those who had worked more than one 
year. The author suggested that, by understanding the implications of the five factors 
mentioned, restaurant managers would have a better sense of how to improve 
employees’ job satisfaction.  
Selected studies from outside of the United States 
Kim, Leong, and Lee (2005) studied the influence of employees’ service 
orientation on their job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and intention of 
leaving. Employees’ service orientation in this study was adopted three dimensions 
from Dienhart et al. (1992): customer focus, organizational support, and service 
under pressure. The authors collected data from 328 international chain restaurant 
employees (73.0% response rate; including employees in managerial positions) in 
Seoul, South Korea. The instrument consisted of nine items for the service 
orientation section, which was based on a study by Dienhart et al. (1992); moreover, 
the section for organizational commitment had five items developed by Jaworski and 
Kohli (1993), and the job satisfaction section had five items adapted from Lytle 
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(1994). Moreover, there were five questions, adapted from Lahey (1984), regarding 
employees’ intentions of leaving. The authors found there was a negative relationship 
between service orientation and job satisfaction (β = -.46, t = -2.95), but a positive 
relationship between service orientation and organizational commitment (β = .66, t = 
3.91). Organizational support positively correlated with job satisfaction (β = .49, t = 
2.97); there was no significant finding with regard to organizational commitment.  
In addition, there was no significant result to support that service under pressure was 
associated with job satisfaction or organizational commitment. In addition, job 
satisfaction significantly and positively predicted organizational commitment (β = 
.40, t = 4.55), but negatively predicted employees’ intention of leaving (β = -.32, t = 
-3.94). Furthermore, the relationship between organizational commitment and 
employees’ intention to leave was significant and negative (β = -.19, t = -2.42).  
Based on these findings, the authors suggested that restaurant employees’ job 
satisfaction could be improved by showing organizational support, for example, 
offering feedback and training opportunities. In addition, equal pay should be 
seriously considered by restaurant executives, especially for entry-level positions.  
Poor compensation may lead restaurant employees to be dissatisfied with their jobs, 
have a low level of commitment to the organization, and quit their jobs.  
Lam and Zhang (2003) studied the gap between expectations and the realities 
of the job, as well as the influence of this gap on job satisfaction and organizational 
commitment for new employees in the fast food industry in Hong Kong. Employees, 
who worked at a large-scale fast-food chain for at least three months but less than six 
months, were defined as new employees. The sample of the study included 203 
part-time and full-time employees (81.2% response rate). The job diagnostic survey 
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developed by Hackman and Oldham (1980) was adapted to measure employees’ job 
expectations and perceptions about three factors: job characteristics, training and 
development, and compensation and fairness. The scale for job satisfaction, with 13 
items, was from Hackman and Oldham (1975); organizational commitment was 
measured by a six-item scale from Ostroff and Kozlowski (1992). The findings 
showed significant differences between respondents’ expectations and perceptions 
regarding the three factors, but job characteristics showed the most difference 
relative to the other two factors (mean difference = -1.9, SD = 0.04, t = -11.31, mean 
difference = -0.78, SD = 0.03, t = -9.18, mean difference = -0.57, SD = 0.07, t = -7.51, 
respectively). In addition, only job characteristics (β = 0.155, p < 0.05), and training 
and development (β = 0.440, p < 0.001) positively and significantly predicted job 
satisfaction. Moreover, the three job factors—job characteristics (β = 0.305, p < 
0.001), training and development (β = 0.323, p < 0.00), and compensation and 
fairness (β = 0.194, p < 0.05)—were all positively and significantly predicted 
organizational commitment. The authors suggested new employees’ job satisfaction 
could be built on (a) interesting work activities and competitions, (b) job orientation, 
training, and career development programs and consultant services, (c) frequent 
communication and feedback, and (d) fair job performance appraisals in order to lead 
their organizational commitment.  
Yang (2010) studied two facets of job satisfaction: antecedents and 
consequences. Antecedents of job satisfaction were measured by role ambiguity and 
conflict, burnout, socialization, and work autonomy, while consequences of job 
satisfaction were measured by commitment, absenteeism, and work intention. The 
sample was 671 frontline employees (44.7% response rate) working at international 
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tourist hotels in Taiwan. Scales for this study measured perceptions of (a) antecedents 
of job satisfaction, with 50 items from previous studies (e.g., Maslach & Jackson, 
1986; Rizzo et al., 1970 ), (b) job satisfaction, with four items by Autry and 
Daugherty (2003), (c) consequences of job satisfaction, with 18 items from Meyer 
and Allen (1984) and Autry and Daugherty (2003), and (d) work intention, with three 
items from Meyer et al. (1993). Findings were as follows: the antecedents of role 
conflict and burnout were significantly and negatively predicted job satisfaction (β = 
-.16, t = -2.05; β = -.29, t = -7.36, respectively), while socialization and work 
autonomy significantly and positively predicted job satisfaction (𝛽 = .46, t = 2.33; 
β = .12, t = 3.11, respectively). Moreover, job satisfaction significantly and positively 
predicted the two organizational commitments—affective and continuance 
commitment (𝛽 = .90, t = 15.00 and 𝛽= .52, t = 13.83, respectively). Job satisfaction 
also significantly and negatively predicted employees’ work intention (β = -.41, t = 
-3.19). Based on the findings, the author found that employees’ job perceptions and 
satisfaction influenced their commitment and turnover intention. Therefore, the 
author suggested that socialized management practices, such as the development of 
internal social activities within the organization, resulted in positive employee 
reactions and diminished job stress.  
Organizational Commitment 
Definition 
Kanter (1968) defined commitment as: “… the willingness of social actors to 
give their energy and loyalty to social systems, the attachment to personality systems 
to social relations which are seen as self-expressive” (p. 499). There are various 
definitions of work commitment in the literature (see Table 2.2). Two common  
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Table 2.2: Commitment definitions 
 
Commitment Type 
Year Published/ 
Author/Journal 
Definition 
Overall Commitment  
1960/Becker/American 
Journal of Sociology 
“…engagement which restricts freedom of action” (p. 32). 
1977/Salancik/Organizational 
Dynamics 
“Commitment comes into being when a person, by making a side bet, 
links extraneous interests with a consistent line of activity” (p. 62). 
1981/Scholl/Academy of 
Management Review 
“…a stabilizing force that acts to maintain behavioral direction when 
expectancy/equity/conditions are not met and do not function” (p. 593). 
1990/Oliver/Journal of 
Occupational Psychology 
“…one’s inclination to act in a given way toward a particular 
commitment target” (p. 30). 
1996/Brown/Journal of 
Vocational Behavior 
“…an obliging force which requires that the person honor the 
commitment, even in the face of fluctuating attitudes and whims”  
(p. 241). 
Organizational 
Commitment 
1982/Wiener/Academy of 
Management Review 
“…the totality of normative pressures to act in a way which meets 
organizational goals and interests” (p. 421). 
1986/O’Reilly & 
Chatman/Journal of Applied 
Psychology 
“…the psychological attachment felt by the person for the organization; 
it will reflect the degree to which the individual internalizes or adopts 
characteristics or perspectives of the organization” (p. 493). 
1990/Allen & Meyer/Journal 
of Occupational Psychology 
“…a psychological state that binds the individual to the organization 
(i.e., makes turnover less likely)” (p. 14). 
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Table 2.2 (Continued) 
 
Commitment 
Type 
Year Published/ Author/Journal Definition 
Job Commitment 1983/Rusbult & Farrell/Journal of 
Applied Psychology 
“…refers to the likelihood that an individual will stick with a job, and feel 
psychologically attached to it, whether it is satisfying or not” (p. 430). 
Occupational/ 
Career 
Commitment 
1985/Blau/Journal of Occupational 
Psychology 
“…one’s attitude toward one’s profession or vocation” (p. 278). 
1994/Carson & Bedeian/Journal of 
Vocational Behavior 
“…one’s motivation to work in a chosen vocation” (p. 240). 
Goal Commitment 1982/Campion & 
Lord/Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance 
“…an unwillingness to subsequently reduce goals to a lower level when 
confronted with error signals” (p. 268). 
1988/Locke, Latham, & 
Erez/Academy of Management 
Review 
“…one’s attachment to or determination to reach a goal, regardless of the 
goal’s origin” (p. 24). 
1989/Hollenbeck, Williams, & 
Klein/Journal of Applied 
Psychology 
“…the determination to try for a goal and the persistence in pursuing it 
over time” (p. 1989). 
1993/Tubbs/Journal of Applied 
Psychology 
“A committed person is thought to adopt a specific performance goal and 
to persist in attempts to reach it even through difficulties” (p. 86). 
1997/DeShon & Landis/Behavior 
and Human Decision Processes 
“…the degree to which the individual considers the goal to be important, 
is determined to reach it by expending effort over time, and is unwilling 
to abandon or lower the goal when confronted with setbacks and negative 
feedback” (p. 106). 
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concepts inherent in commitment descriptions are: obligation driven behavior, and 
behavior guidance through mind-set. In accordance with descriptions and definitions 
of commitment, organizational commitment (OC) is adopted for the present study   
OC is “a psychological state that a) characterizes the employees’ relationship 
with the organization, and b) has implications for the decision to continue or 
discontinue membership in the organization” (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 67). 
Moreover, OC is characterized by employees’ personal feelings toward, and 
involvement in their organizations (Allen & Meyer, 1990), which could be 
categorized in various ways. Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) found as employees 
make a commitment to their organization, they put forth efforts to achieve the 
organization’s goals and objectives. Employees’ OC is evidenced through (a) highly 
identifying an organization’s goals and objectives, (b) dedicating their utmost to 
maintain the organization’s reputation, and (c) staying with the organization (Moss, 
McFarland, Ngu, & Kijowska, 2007). 
Dimensions of OC 
Many studies (e.g. Becker, Billings, Eveleth, & Gilbert, 1996; Hunt & 
Morgan, 1994; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993) applied different dimensions of OC to 
measure employees’ commitment in a work place. OC in the present study was based 
on the multidimensional model, developed by Meyer and Allen's (1991) study. The 
three dimensions of OC are: affective organizational commitment, normative 
organizational commitment, and continuance organizational commitment (Meyer & 
Allen, 1991).  
Affective organizational commitment (AOC) is related to employees’ strong 
desire to maintain a lasting relationship with the organization and strongly support 
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the organization’s growth. They have no specific reason to commit to the 
organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Normative organizational commitment (NOC) 
refers to employees’ commitment to their organizations because they think it is their 
duty. They make a commitment to organizations for various reasons, such as 
contractual obligation, position, or other agreements and, therefore, they feel they 
“ought to” show loyalty (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 67). Employees present 
continuance organizational commitment (COC) because of the economic or social 
cost incurred after leaving the organization. Generally, the perspective of COC is not 
as positive as AOC and NOC. Employees commit to, and remain in the organization 
only because they “need to” (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 67). Once they have no 
compelling reason to stay, they leave without remorse. 
 Based on the above literature, the three dimensions of organizational 
commitment— AOC, NOC, and COC—correlate with individuals' attitudinal and 
behavioral actions, as well as their economic concerns. Meyer and Allen (1984) first 
developed two scales of AOC and COC to distinguish individuals' organizational 
commitment types. Later, a three-component model of commitment, in which NOC 
was added to AOC and COC, was developed (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Meyer and 
Allen (1991) indicated the purposes of developing the three-component model of 
commitment were “(1) to delineate the distinctions between three of the more 
common conceptualizations of attitudinal commitment, (2) to develop measures of 
each, and (3) to demonstrate that these measures are differentially linked to variables 
identified in the literature as antecedents of commitment” (p. 2). Therefore, a reliable 
measurement, the Organizational Commitment Scale, was developed (reliabilities for 
the three scales were AOC = .87; NOC = .79; and COC = .75) (Meyer & Allen, 1991) 
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and it was adopted by the present study. Through the measurement, individuals' 
reasons for showing commitment toward an organization could be explained.   
The results of OC for employees are characterized by retention, job 
productivity, and attendance. Indeed, employees possessing higher levels of OC are 
more willing to display positive job behaviors: increased productivity, consistent 
attendance, and intention to stay (McNeese-Smith, 1995). Wiener (1982) suggested 
employees’ pro-social organizational behaviors (e.g., organizational citizenship 
behavior) rely strongly upon their commitment to the organization. Overall, an 
organization greatly benefits when employees are willing to express their OC. 
 
    Employees who perform at a high level of proficiency may become 
(behaviorally) committed to that level of performance and, consequently, 
develop a more positive attitude (affective commitment) toward the 
organization. Such an attitude, once developed, may insure the continuation 
of a high level of performance in the future (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 78). 
 
Selected empirical studies from the United States 
Kumar and Bakhshi (2010) explored the concept that personality traits might 
be predictors of organizational commitment by aggregating and analyzing previous 
studies, and the Five Factors of personality. First, the authors discussed what had 
been achieved by previous researchers who explored the antecedents and 
consequences of organizational commitment. The most reoccurring results showed 
that work-related elements, such as job characteristics and organizational structure, 
as well as employees’ work intention strongly correlated with their organizational 
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commitment. Furthermore, the authors indicated the Big Five personality 
dimensions—openness to experience, conscientiousness, extroversion, agreeableness, 
and neuroticism. Based on the analysis, the authors offered assumptions about the 
relationship between the Five-Factor and organizational commitment, categorized 
into affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment. 
The assumptions were (a) there exists a negative relationship between openness to 
experience and normative commitment, (b) there were possible positive relationships 
between conscientiousness and continuance commitment, as well as normative 
commitment, (c) there were existing positive relationships between extroversion and 
affective commitment, as well as continuance commitment, (d) there was a potential 
positive relationship between agreeableness and normative commitment, and (e) 
there was the likelihood of a positive relationship between neuroticism and 
continuance commitment, but no correlation with continuance commitment based on 
different life and work situations. 
Upchurch, Dipietro, Curtis, and Hahm (2010) explored the influence of 
employees’ perception of the organization on their commitment. The study 
population was 85 hourly tipped employees (response rate is not reported) working at 
a national restaurant chain in Florida, United States. Twelve motivational questions 
from Kovach (1995) were used and answered with a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = 
very unimportant to 5 = very important). In addition, employee commitment was 
measured using the organizational commitment questionnaire developed by Mowday, 
Steers, and Porter (1979), with three items (awareness of job expectation, 
encouragement of job performance, and belonging to the organization) on a 
five-point Likert-type scale (1 = very unimportant to 5 = very important). Findings 
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from this study showed the strong effect of motivational factors on the three 
commitment attitudes, as follows: organizational involvement and job security were 
strongly correlated with awareness of job expectations (r = .43, p < .01; r = .37, p 
< .01, respectively); job security and commendation of good job performance 
strongly correlated with improved job performance(r = .45, p < .01; r = .40, p < .01, 
respectively); and good work conditions and promotion opportunities strongly 
correlated with feelings of belonging to the organization (r = .47, p < .01; r = .46, p 
< .01, respectively). Based on these findings, the authors suggested that restaurant 
practitioners improve tipped employees’ organizational commitment by focusing on 
employees' intrinsic motivations rather than monetary rewards. 
Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 
Definition 
The term, organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) was first introduced by 
Organ and his colleagues (Baterman & Organ, 1983, Smith, Organ & Near, 1983).  
Smith et al. (1983) explored the essentials of OCB: altruistic and spontaneous 
behaviors. Moreover, OCB was defined by Organ (1988) as “…individual behavior 
that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward 
system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 
organization” (p. 4). Organ further discussed OCB as follows:  
 
     By discretionary, we mean that the behavior is not an enforceable 
requirement of the role of the job description that is the clearly specifiable 
terms of the person’s employment contract with the organization; the behavior 
is rather a matter of personal choice, such that its omission is not generally 
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understood as punishable. Our definition of OCB requires that it not be 
directly or formally recompensed by the organization’s reward system…CB 
must be limited to those gestures that are utterly and eternally lacking in any 
tangible return to the individual? …Not necessarily. Over time, a steady 
stream of OCB of different types…could well determine the impression that 
an individual makes on a supervisor or on coworkers. That impression, in turn, 
could influence the recommendation by the boss for a salary increase or 
promotion. The important issue here is that such returns not be contractually 
guaranteed (Organ, 1988, pp. 4-5).  
  
Although Organ’s definition of OCB has been applied widely, people in 
different job positions (managerial versus entry level) usually differentiate OCB and 
job duties according to their various perspectives (Lam, Hui, & Law, 1999). 
Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) indicated five explicit characteristics that could be 
used to identify individuals’ OCBs:   
  
1. Persisting with extra enthusiasm when necessary to complete own 
task activities successfully. 2. Volunteering to carry out task activities that are 
not formally part of the job. 3. Helping and cooperating with others. 4. 
Following organizational rules and procedures even when it is personally 
inconvenient. 5. Endorsing, supporting and defending organizational 
objectives (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994, p. 476). 
 
Researchers are interested in investigating the antecedents and consequence 
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of OCB (Coyne & Ong, 2007) within the context of work to explore how to motivate 
employees to present OCB toward the job, and the influence of OCB on the 
organization’s performance. Employee job satisfaction (Organ & Lingl, 1995) and 
organizational commitment (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986) have been shown to predict 
employee OCB. In addition, personality traits can be predictors of employee OCB; 
conscientiousness (Tan & Tan, 2008) and agreeableness (Ilies, Nahrgang, & 
Morgeson, 2007) are traits most reliably used as predictors of OCB. The benefits of 
OCB are increased organizational effectiveness (Walz & Niehoff, 2000), employee 
work productivity (MacKenzie, Philip, & Richard, 1993), efficiency (Bienstock, 
DeMoranville, & Smith, 2003), and intention to stay with the organization (Paillé & 
Grima, 2011). 
Social exchange theory 
Various theories have been employed to expound the reasons individuals 
engage in OCB: impression management (Bolino & Turnley, 1999), social exchange 
theory (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986), theory of altruistic 
(Batson, 1991), and egoistic motivation (Batson, 1991). The social exchange theory 
has been adopted to explain the framework of OCB for the present study because 
hospitality jobs involve teamwork—focusing on the cooperation of all involved 
parties. Social exchange theory is introduced as:  
  
    Social behavior is an exchange of goods, material goods but also 
nonmaterial ones, such as symbols of approval or prestige. Persons that give 
much to others try to get much from them, and persons that get much from 
others are under pressure to give much to them (Homans, 1958, p. 606).  
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Generally, social exchange theory illustrates how people build relationships 
with others through three concepts: (a) balancing what we devote to, and what we get 
back from a relationship; (b) finding a type of relationship we are seeking; and (c) 
having a positive relationship with others (Blau, 1964). Thus, social exchange theory 
is built on the premise that a person’s actions are contingent on others’ reactions in a 
relationship. The theory has been applied widely to explain relationships within the 
context of work (e.g., Tsui & Wu, 2005; Van Dyne & Ang, 1998). Empirical studies 
adopted the theory’s framework to explain employees’ relationship to the 
organization (Van Dyne & Ang, 1998), to their managers or supervisors (Podsakoff, 
Mackenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000), and to their colleagues (Ilies et al., 2007; 
Rhodes & Eisenberger, 2002).   
Dimensions of OCB 
OCB is a composite of various dimensions (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002; 
Organ, 1988). Furthermore, the dimensions of OCB are based on individuals’ 
intentions of implementing OCBs (see Table 2.3). Organ (1988) proposed five 
dimensions of OCB—altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic 
virtue—used as a foundation for the OCB measurement scale and adopted widely by 
empirical studies (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002). Altruism refers to an individual’s 
willingness to help others. Conscientiousness indicates an individual’s responsibility 
to comply with company rules and regulations. Sportsmanship describes an 
individual’s positive attitude and mindset. Courtesy indicates that individuals act 
politely and prevent problems with others. Civic virtue refers to “responsible, 
constructive involvement in the political or governance process of the organization” 
(Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006, p. 24). 
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Table 2.3: Dimensions of OCB used by previous researchers 
 
Year 
Published 
/Author 
Dimension Description 
1988/Organ Altruism "Altruism includes all discretionary behaviors that have the effect of helping a specific other 
person with an organizationally relevant task or problem" (p. 8). 
Conscientiousness "Conscientiousness is defined by actions that are more impersonal, at least in their direct impact" 
(p. 10). 
Sportsmanship Sportsmanship "consists almost entirely of negatively worded items-that is, some actions that 
people refrain from doing. Those participants who demonstrate Sportsmanship avoid 
complaining, petty grievances, railing against real or imagined slights..."(p. 11). 
Civic Virtue "Civic Virtue implies a sense of involvement in what policies are adopted and which candidates 
are supported (p. 12). 
Courtesy "Courtesy includes such actions as "touching bases" with those parties whose work would be 
affected by one's decisions or commitment" (p. 12). 
1991/Graham Organizational 
Loyalty 
Identification with and allegiance to organizational leaders and the organization as a whole, 
transcending the parochial interests of individuals, work groups, and departments. Representative 
behaviors include defending the organization against threats; contributing to its good reputation; 
and cooperating with others to serve the interests of the whole (p. 255). 
Organizational 
Obedience 
An orientation toward organizational structure, job descriptions, and personnel policies that 
recognizes and accepts the necessity and desirability of a rational structure of rules and 
regulations. Obedience may be demonstrated by a respect for rules and instructions, punctuality 
in attendance and task completion, and stewardship of organizational resources (p. 255). 
Organizational 
Participation 
Interest in organizational affairs guided by ideal standards of virtue, validated by keeping 
informed, and expressed through full and responsible involvement in organizational governance. 
This includes attending nonrequired meetings, sharing informed opinions and new ideas with 
others, and being willing to deliver bad news and support an unpopular view to combat 
groupthink (p. 255). 
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Table 2.3: (Continued) 
 
Year 
Published 
/Author 
Dimension Description 
1991/Williams 
& Anderson 
OCB-I " Behaviors that immediately benefit specific individuals and indirectly through this means 
contribute to the organization (e.g., helps others who have been absent, takes a personal 
interest in other employees). Prior research has labeled the OCB-I dimension as altruism" (p. 
602). 
OCB-O " Behaviors that benefit the organization in general (e.g., gives advance notice when unable to 
come to work, adheres to informal rules devised to maintain order). . . Prior research has 
labeled. . . the OCB-O dimension as generalized compliance. . ." (pp. 601–602). 
1995/Moorman 
& Blakely 
Personal Industry " The performance of specific tasks above and beyond the call of duty" (p. 130). 
Individual 
Initiative 
" Communications to others in the workplace to improve individual and group performance"  
(p. 130). 
Loyalty 
Boosterism 
" The promotion of the organizational image to outsiders" (p. 130). 
Interpersonal 
Helping 
"Focuses on helping coworkers in their jobs when such help was needed" (p. 130). 
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Table 2.3: (Continued) 
 
Year 
Published 
/Author 
Dimension Description 
1997/George 
& Jones 
Helping coworkers It includes all voluntary forms of assistance that organizational members provide each other to 
facilitate the accomplishment of tasks and attainment of goals. Helping coworkers includes 
behaviors ranging from helping a coworker with a heavy workload and sharing resources, to 
calling attention to errors and omissions and providing instruction in the use of new technology 
when one is not required to do so (p.154). 
Spreading 
Goodwill 
It is the means by which organizational members voluntarily contribute to organizational 
effectiveness through efforts to represent their organizations to wider communities in a 
beneficial light, whether it be describing one’s organization as supportive and caring or 
describing an organization’s goods and services as being high-quality and responsive to 
customers’ needs; instances of spreading goodwill contribute to organizational effectiveness by 
insuring that organizations obtain needed resources from various stakeholder groups (p. 155). 
Making 
Constructive 
Suggestions 
It includes all voluntary acts of creativity and innovation in organizations. Such suggestions can 
range from the relatively mundane (a more efficient way to handle paperwork) to the more 
monumental (reorganization of an entire unit to better serve a changing customer base). . . 
workers who engage in this form of organizational spontaneity . . . actively try to find ways to 
improve individual, group, or organizational functioning (p. 155). 
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In addition to the five dimensions of OCB listed above, researchers identify 
different dimensions within the framework of OCB. For instance, self-development, 
organizational loyalty (George & Brief, 1992), and organizational obedience 
(Graham, 1991) are examples of the different dimensions of OCB. Self-development 
refers to individuals’ search for opportunities that might broaden their skills and 
knowledge and therefore improve job performance. Organizational loyalty results 
from taking pride in working for the organization. Organizational obedience involves 
behaviors that “recognizes and accepts the necessity and desirability of a rational 
structure of rules and regulations” (Graham, 1991, p. 255).  
Other researchers identify individuals’ OCB by the person or organization 
targeted. Based on this perspective, Williams and Anderson (1991) suggested two 
OCB dimensions: individuals’ OCB towards organization (OCB-O) and individuals’ 
OCB toward internal customers (OCB-I), which refers to colleagues. The 
descriptions of OCB-O and OCB-I are as follows: 
 
 OCBO−behaviors that benefit the organization in general (e.g., gives 
advance notice when unable to come to work, adheres to informal rules 
devised to maintain order) and OCBI−behaviors that immediately benefit 
specific individuals and indirectly through this means contribute to 
organization (e.g., helps others who have been absent, takes a personal 
interest in other employees) (Williams & Anderson, 1991, p. 602). 
 
In fact, OCB-O and OCB-I are categorized on the bases of the five 
dimensions of OCB proposed by Organ (1988). The OCB-O is composed of 
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conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue, while the OCB-I is composed of 
altruism and courtesy. Teamwork is one characteristic of hospitality jobs. Hospitality 
employees need to cooperate well with colleagues and also follow the organization's 
policies to ensure customers experience good service quality. It seems the two 
constructs, OCB-I and OCB-O, are best suited for the hospitality jobs setting.  
Therefore, the scales of OCB-O and OCB-I (Williams & Anderson, 1991) were 
adopted by the present study. 
The OCB-O and OCB-I scales were developed for Williams and Anderson's 
(1991) study. The measurement items of OCB-O and OCB-I were developed by 
adopting from previous literature (e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983; O'Reilly & 
Chatman, 1986; Organ, 1988; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983) and were created based 
on the definitions of OCB-O and OCB-I (Williams & Anderson, 1991). The target 
population of Williams and Anderson' s (1991) study was 461 full-time employees 
from different organizations types in the Midwestern United States. The validity and 
reliability of these two OCB constructs have been demonstrated by empirical studies 
(e.g., Ma & Qu, 2011; Moorman & Blakely, 1995). The reliabilities of the OCB-O 
and OCB-I scales were .75 and .88, respectively, which were reported by Williams 
and Anderson's (1991) study. 
Selected empirical studies from the United States 
Cho and Johanson (2008) studied part-time and full-time restaurant 
employees’ different expressions of OC, OCB, and performance through their 
perceptions of organizational support and supervisor support. A total of 256 
restaurant employees (83.0% response rate) working at midscale and upscale 
restaurants in the Southeastern United States participated in the study. The sample 
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was composed of 129 (50.4%) part-time employees and 127 (49.6%) full-time 
employees. The participants were asked to identify their work status (part-time or 
full-time). 17 questions on perceived organizational support were adopted from 
Eisenberger et al. (1986). Perceived supervisor support was measured by five items 
from Pearce, Sommer, Morris, and Frideger (1992). OC survey questions were three 
items adopted from Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993). OCB consisted of four 
dimensions in a 19-item scale—interpersonal helping (five items), individual 
initiative (five items), personal industry (four items), and loyal boosterism (five 
items)—by Moorman and Blakely (1995). Employee performance consisted of three 
facets: (a) absenteeism (participants were asked about their frequency of unexcused 
absences); (b) dependable continuance (DC), with three items adopted from Tsui et al. 
(1997); and (c) intention to leave for a monetary incentive (ILM) was measured by 
one item. The findings revealed that part-time employees perceived that 
organizational support impacts their OC more strongly than the full-time employees 
did (β = .83, t = 5.67; β = .61, t = 2.91, respectively), but there was no significant 
relationship between perceived supervisor support and OC for both part-time and 
full-time employees. In addition, regarding the influence of OC on OCB, part-time 
employees (β = .67, t = 4.68) presented greater reaction than the full-time employees 
(β = .52, t = 3.56). In terms of the relationship between OCB and employee 
performance (absenteeism, ILM, and DC), only the relationships between OCB and 
ILM, and OCB and DC were significant for the two groups. Part-time employees 
presented a negative relationship between OCB and ILM more strongly than 
full-time employees (β = -.49, t = -4.48; β = -.38, t = -3.35, respectively); however, 
the relationship between OCB and DC presented almost equally by the two groups  
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(β = .61, t = 4.08; β = .60, t = 3.94, respectively). Based on the findings, part-time 
and full-time employees had no statistically significant differences for job attitudes.  
Part-time employees had more positive attitudes than full-time employees, especially 
when they perceived more organizational support. Therefore, the authors suggested 
that restaurant managers pay more attention to part-time employees’ job satisfaction, 
and adjust their reward policy to diminish the feeling of unequal treatment between 
full-time and part-time employees.  
Stamper and Van Dyne (2001) explored the effect of employees’ work status 
on their OCB and the moderating effect of an individual’s preference for work status 
and organizational culture. A total of 257 part-time and full-time restaurant 
employees (74.0% response rate) participated in the study. OCB was composed of 
the two dimensions: helping behavior and voice. Five scales of helping behavior 
were adapted from Podsakoff et al. (1990) and eight scales of voice were developed 
by Van Dyne et al. (1994). In addition, regarding the organizational culture, the 
authors noticed employees of chain restaurants perceived formal organizational 
culture when comparing to employees of family-owned restaurants. Family-owned 
restaurants are considered to be less bureaucratic, while chain restaurants are more 
bureaucratic. The findings showed that employees’ work status only significantly and 
positively correlated with one type of OCB—helping behavior (β = 0.14, p < .01), 
but had no influence on the type of voice. Employees’ preference for work status had 
a moderate effect on the relationship between work status and OCB—helping 
behavior (β = .24, p < .05) and voice (β = .40, p < .001), respectively. In addition, the 
interaction between work status and organizational culture influenced both types of 
OCB—helping behavior (β = -.15, p < 0.05) and voice (β = -.16, p < .05). In sum, the 
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findings showed that part-time employees presented less helping than full-time 
employees. Also, involuntarily part-time employees, who preferred full-time 
positions but work in part-time positions, showed less favor for performing both 
types of OCB. Furthermore, full-time employees in the less bureaucratic 
organizational culture were more willing to show the two types of OCB. The authors 
suggested (a) executives may save personnel costs by hiring part-time employees at 
the risk of less helping citizenship behavior, (b) employees’ preference for work 
status should be considered when managers evaluate employees’ OCB-helping and 
voice, and (c) less bureaucratic organizations, such as family-owned restaurants, 
could rely on and expect full-time employees to show both helping and voice OCB, 
but managers in more bureaucratic organizations, such as chain restaurants, might be 
disappointed that both full-time and part-time employees were not willing to perform 
the two types of OCB.  
Selected studies from outside of the United States 
Ma and Qu (2011) explored the framework of OCB by distinguishing the 
benefit of OCB to the organization (OCB-O), to the individual/coworker (OCB-I), 
and to the customer (OCB-C); they also studied the antecedents of organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB) by adopting social exchange theory. The sample was 407 
entry level and supervisory hotel employees (67.8% response rate) from seven cities 
(Guangzhou, Beijing, Hangzhou, Shenzhen, Baoding, Shijiazhuang, and Guilin) in 
China. The measurement of OCB was divided into three components, a total of 20 
items: six items of OCB-O and six items of OCB-I from Williams and Anderson 
(1991), and eight items of OCB-C from Lin et al. (2008). In addition, the 
measurement of social exchange was composed of leader-member exchange (LMEX), 
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coworker exchange (COEX), and customer-employee exchange (CEEX). LMEX was 
measured by adopting six items from Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995). COEX was 
measured by a six-item scale from Ladd and Henry (2000). CEEX was developed 
with five items, which include the facets of politeness (two items), satisfaction (two 
items), and emotional response (one item), based on previous studies (e.g., Sierra & 
McQuitty, 2005; Lawler, 2001; Lerman, 2006). The findings of the study showed all 
significant and positive relationships between the three types of social exchanges and 
three forms of OCB. Specifically, LEMEX positively correlated with OCB-O (β = 
.17, t = 4.06) and with OCB-I (β = .58, t = 7.18). The relationship between COEX 
and OCB-I was positive. CEEX correlated with both OCB-O and OCBC positively 
(β = .80, t = 14.11; β = .23, t = 4.76, respectively). Moreover, there was a positive 
and significant relationship between OCB-I and OCB-C (β = .68, t = 7.71). Based on 
the findings, the authors demonstrated that the framework of OCB could be applied 
to the hotel industry by adding a customer aspect (OCB-C: performance of OCB 
toward customer), and by focusing on the interactions among supervisors and 
coworkers. The authors suggested that managers pay attention not only to setting up 
a cooperative and teamwork environment, but also allow employees to realize the 
influence of their service on customers’ perceptions, which would motivate 
employees to exhibit more citizenship behaviors.  
Paillé and Grima (2011) studied employees’ intentions to leave the 
organization and their current jobs by examining employees’ organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB), specifically these forms of OCB: altruism, helping 
behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship. The study population was 355 employees 
(29.58% response rate) who were alumni of a business school in France. A total of 
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13 items of OCB by Podsakoff and Mackenzie (1994) were used. The items were: 
dimensions of helping behavior (six items), civic virtue (three items), and 
sportsmanship (four items). In addition, intention to leave the organization was 
measured by three items, and the intention to leave the current job was measured by 
three items. The item scales for both intention to leave the organization and intention 
to leave the current job were all adopted from Lichtenstein, Alexander, McCarthy, 
and Wells (2004). Based on the findings, generally, employees’ OCBs were 
significantly and negatively associated with both their intention to leave the 
organization and their intention to leave the current job. Only three forms of the 
OCB—helping behavior, civic virtue, and sportsmanship—showed significant and 
negative relationships with intention to leave the organization (β = -.107, p < .05; β = 
-.108, p < .05; β = -.480, p < .001, respectively) and intention to leave the current job 
(β = -.126, p < .05; β = -.094, p < .07; β = -.299, p < .001, respectively). Based on the 
findings, the authors indicated that employees’ citizenship behaviors, especially in 
the form of helping, civic virtue, and sportsmanship, could be utilized to predict 
employees’ organization- and job-leaving intentions. The authors suggested that it is 
not easy to clearly define employees’ organization- or job-leaving intentions.  
Therefore, OCB as discretionary behavior exhibited by employees’ willingness to 
show positive job attitudes could be used to predict or measure employees’ mindset 
in relation to the organization and job.  
Theoretical Framework 
From the previous review of literature and the variables proposed, the 
relationships are represented in a conceptual model as shown in Figure 2.1. First, six  
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual model 
OC = organizational commitment; OCB-O = organizational citizenship behavior 
towards the organization; OCB-I = organizational citizenship behavior towards 
internal customers (co-workers). 
 
constructs are the need for achievement, need for power, and need for affiliation, 
along with work motives, citizenship behaviors, and job satisfaction. Second, seven 
constructs are the work itself, pay, promotion, supervision, and co-workers, along 
with job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Third, five constructs are 
affective organizational commitment, continuance organizational commitment, and 
normative organizational commitment, along with organizational commitment and 
citizenship behaviors. Fourth, three constructs are organizational citizenship 
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behaviors towards the organization, organizational citizenship behaviors towards 
internal customers (co-workers), along with the citizenship behaviors. 
Summary of Literature Review 
Work motives have been determined to be the most important factor to lead 
people to act. However, there are insufficient empirical studies that focus on 
investigating employees' motives for working in the hospitality industry. Therefore, 
the attraction for working in the hospitality industry is not well identified.  
Additionally, the relationships among employees' work motives, their job attitudes, 
and job behaviors (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and citizenship 
behaviors) have not been researched extensively. Thus, it is questionable whether 
employees' work motives closely relate to their job attitudes and job behaviors in the 
hospitality industry. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
The literature and measurement of employees’ work motives in the hospitality 
industry are limited. However, understanding employees’ motives for working is 
important to ensure the congruence between individuals’ work values and an 
organization’s culture and goals. The purpose of the present study was to explore the 
relationships among work motives, job attitudes, and job behaviors for hospitality 
employees. The specific objectives of this study were as follows:  
1. Explore employees’ work motives based on McClelland’s theory of needs   
and develop a work motives scale. 
2. Investigate the relationship between employees’ work motives and job 
satisfaction.  
3. Explore the relationship between employees' work motives and 
organizational citizenship behaviors.  
4. Examine the relationship between employees' job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment.  
5. Determine the relationship between employees' organizational commitment 
and organizational citizenship behaviors.  
To address the research objectives, mixed research methods—qualitative and 
quantitative research methods—were utilized to collect and analyze data. First, 
in-depth interviews with hospitality employees provided information about their 
motives for working in the hospitality industry. Next, a questionnaire regarding 
employees’ work motives, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 
organizational citizenship behaviors was developed and used to explore relationships 
among the four study variables. A brief overview of this chapter includes human 
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subjects, research design, data collection, and data analysis.  
Human Subjects 
The study was approved by Iowa State University Human Subjects 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) prior to data collection, guaranteeing respect for 
participants' health, rights, and safety (Appendix A). A consent form and a cover 
letter to participants were used to clearly explain the purpose of the study and assure 
confidentiality of responses. The primary researcher completed the Human Subjects 
Research Assurance Training at Iowa State University.   
Research Design 
The present study consists of both qualitative and quantitative methods.  
First, a qualitative method was used to explore employees' work motives and results 
were then used to develop an instrument appropriate for measuring employees' work 
motives in the hospitality industry. Through in-depth individual interviews, 
hospitality employees’ work motives were explored and themes were identified. Next, 
a questionnaire incorporating scales from the interview results and the literature was 
developed; a cross sectional survey design was used to investigate employees' work 
motives, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship 
behaviors. The following sections describe the two phases. 
Interviews 
In-depth individual interviews were conducted to identify hospitality 
employees’ work motives and their perceptions of the hospitality employment.  
Sample selection, interview content, procedures, analysis, and data verification are 
described as follows:  
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Interview sample selection 
      For the interviews, a purposeful sample was selected, comprised of current 
employees, working in different segments of the hospitality industry (foodservice and 
lodging) from one Midwestern state in the United States. Participants were selected 
to achieve a purposeful sample with regard to age and hospitality industry work 
experience. In addition, to help ensure that each employee interviewed was able to 
provide rich data based on considerable hospitality work experience, all participants 
were current employees in the hospitality industry.   
     The primary researcher contacted two hospitality management instructors at 
one university to identify potential study participants and these participants were 
contacted by e-mail. A script explaining the study's purpose and assuring 
confidentiality for each participant was developed (Appendix B).   
Interview content 
Creswell (2003) proposed that a person’s perspective and in-depth 
understanding of an issue could be collected through interviews. Therefore, a full 
exploration of respondents’ perceptions of their jobs and work motives in the 
hospitality industry was the primary goal of the interview. The interview followed a 
semi-structured format, allowing the primary researcher to ask preset questions for 
specific information and follow-up questions, based on information provided by the 
participants, to allow for a more natural interaction and more depth discovery.  
An interview guide, consisting of nine open-ended questions with 
followed-up questions, was developed to facilitate data collection (Appendix C).  
The nine main questions were designed to elicit informative data and encourage 
participants to expound on their answers beyond “yes” or “no.” One question was 
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used to address respondents' job duties. Two questions were used to focus on 
respondents' reasons for working in the hospitality industry. One question was used 
to invite respondents to describe how their personality traits relate to their jobs.  
One question was used to inquire about job characteristics based on participants' 
perspectives. Two questions were used to ask about participants' preparations for 
their future careers. One question was used to ask respondents why they continue 
their employment. In addition, participants were asked to provide additional 
commentary about their hospitality jobs. 
Interview procedures 
Prior to finalizing interview content, the researcher and five experts (the 
researcher's major professor and four dissertation committee members) discussed 
each interview question. Ambiguity about question wording was resolved and revised 
to ensure the interview questions were well composed. In addition, interviews took 
place away from each participant's workplace, in a comfortable, nonthreatening 
environment (e.g., a conference room) that allowed the researcher to focus on the 
participant's statements (Creswell, 2003). The primary researcher conducting the 
interviews was trained, through coursework and practice (a mock interview was 
conducted with her major professor). Participants’ consent forms were obtained prior 
to the interview (Appendix D) and the participants were free to ask questions before 
the interview began. In addition, every participant completed a demographic 
information form prior to the interview. The demographic information form, a short 
paper and pencil questionnaire, was used to garner each participant's information 
about gender, age, work place, department, and length of employment in the work 
place and in the hospitality industry (Appendix E). A total of 11 interviews were 
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conducted. Appendix F provides the demographic information of the interview 
participants. 
The roles of the interviewer were facilitator, listener, and note taker; she was 
able to understand and interpret what she observed and heard. Field notes consisting 
of participants’ observed nonverbal behaviors were recorded during the interview.  
Each interview took 30 to 50 minutes. Interviews were audio recorded (with prior 
permission) and transcribed for data analysis. A debriefing session was held with 
another researcher, her major professor, after all of the interviews had been 
completed. Furthermore, interviews were transcribed by a hired, experienced 
transcriptionist. Designed codes were used throughout the transcriptions to ensure 
identity confidentiality for every interview participant (Appendix G). 
Trustworthiness of the data is described in a later, data verification section.  
Interview analyses 
The first phase of data analysis involved data coding by hand. The data 
coding was composed of a word, a phrase, or sentences. The codes were designed to 
ensure data accuracy and include sufficient detail from each participant’s responses.  
Appendix H provides the codes with quotations extracted from each interview 
transcription. The next phase of data analysis identified categories encompassing 
several study-related concepts and reflecting common codes. The final step was to 
develop themes based on the categories. Finally, emerging themes developed through 
data analysis were used in the development of work motive measurement (see 
Appendix I). The data analysis procedures applied in this study are consistent with 
procedures recommended by Glesne (2006).  
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Data verification 
The following procedures were conducted to improve the accuracy and 
credibility of the qualitative study. During each interview, the researcher restated or 
summarized information provided by the participants to ensure the information was 
understood correctly. After the interview, completed transcriptions, along with audio 
records of the interviews, were verified by another researcher, the major professor, to 
ensure transcript accuracy. When conducting interview data analysis, the primary 
researcher and her major professor read the transcripts and developed codes, 
categories, and themes independently. After that, they shared and discussed the 
results with each other, themes were identified and agreement upon, as suggested by 
Shenton (2004). After completing the interview analysis, the major professor 
reviewed the original transcripts, findings, and themes to ensure (a) the inferences 
were reasonable and (b) themes were identified appropriately. This process was used 
to increase the trustworthiness of the data (Creswell, 2003).  
Questionnaires 
A questionnaire was developed to address the study’s objectives by gathering 
information about hospitality employees’ perceived motives for working, job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational citizenship behaviors.  
A cover letter was sent with the questionnaire, which was used to explain the purpose 
of the study and time necessary to complete the questionnaire (see Appendix J). It 
also assured confidentiality of responses. The questionnaire sample selection, content, 
pilot study, distribution, and data analysis are discussed next. 
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Questionnaire sample selection 
The target population for this study was college students, who were current or 
former hospitality employees, in the United States. Universities were selected by 
different geographic regions. Twelve instructors from the selected universities were 
contacted by e-mail to ascertain their willingness to assist in the study. A total of 591 
questionnaires (ranging from 10 to 120 per university) were sent out to the 12 
instructors from nine universities. A total of 465 completed questionnaires were 
returned and 388 questionnaires were found to be useable for the data analysis 
representing an overall response rate of 65.65%. Seventy seven questionnaires were 
not included because the respondents did not meet the research criteria (e.g., working 
at retail stores). Appendix K provides the information about questionnaire 
distribution and data collection. 
Questionnaire content 
First, a question at the end of the cover letter was used to screen for qualified 
participants. Each participant was asked whether he/she is currently working or has 
worked in the hospitality industry. Provided he/she met that initial criterion, the 
participant continued with the questionnaire, which includes five sections of 
close-ended questions and one open-ended question. One section was used to ask 
respondents about their work-related experience and demographic information. The 
remaining sections included questions related to (a) work motives, (b) job 
satisfaction, (c) organizational commitment, and (d) organizational citizenship 
behaviors. Discussions of each section are included below.   
Section one gathered hospitality employees' perception of work motives. The 
measurement of work motives was developed by the major themes from the 
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qualitative research. A total of 22 work motive items developed from the four major 
themes were used. The items were job itself (six items), need for achievement (six 
items), need for affiliation (five items), and need for power (five items). Using a 
seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree), 
participants were asked the extent of their agreement with each of several statements 
in regards to their hospitality jobs.   
Section two was designed to collect hospitality employees' job satisfaction 
perceptions. Job satisfaction was measured by the abridged Job Descriptive Index 
(aJDI), with five aspects of a job developed from Smith et al. (1969). A total of 30 
items composed the five aspects of a job: work itself (six items), pay (six items), 
supervision (six items), co-workers (six items), and promotion (six items).  
Participants were asked to indicate whether words or phrases describe their 
satisfaction with these five aspects of a job. Participants indicated yes, no, or a 
question mark for each word or phrase. 
Section three measured hospitality employees' perceptions of organizational 
commitment as adopted from Allen and Meyer (1990). Employees' organizational 
commitment was measured with 24 items: affective commitment (eight items), 
continuance commitment (eight items), and normative commitment (eight items).  
Using a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree), 
participants were asked the extent of their agreement with each of several statements.   
Section four was designed to gather details about hospitality employees' 
organizational citizenship behaviors. Employees' citizenship behaviors were 
measured employing 13 items from Williams and Anderson (1991). These metrics 
included organizational citizenship behaviors toward an organization (six items) and 
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organizational citizenship behaviors toward internal customers (seven items).  
Using a seven-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree), 
participants were asked the extent of their agreement with each of several statements.   
Section five was designed to gather hospitality employees' work-related 
information and demographic information, such as work hours, work place, 
department, length of employment at the work place and within the hospitality 
industry during the survey period, gender, classification status, age, and major. 
Pilot study 
Prior to questionnaire distribution, a pilot test was conducted to ensure the 
questionnaire format and each question was designed properly. In addition, 
information on existing scales used for this study was published in peer-reviewed 
journals and job satisfaction scale−aJDI−could be freely downloaded from Bowling 
Green State University's website (Bowling Green State University, 2012). There 
were two phases of the pilot study. For the first phase, 10 participants were invited to 
participate in a pilot study to review the questionnaire's length and content (Appendix 
L). The 10 participants included five undergraduate students, three graduate students, 
and two faculty members from a university in one Midwestern state of the United 
States. An evaluation form was attached to the questionnaire and was completed by 
the respondents participating in the pilot test (Appendix M).   
Nine participants (five undergraduate students, two graduate students, and 
two faculty members) completed the questionnaires and returned the evaluation 
forms. According to the reports from these nine participants, the questionnaire took 
them 11 to 12 minutes to complete. In addition, suggested changes in the 
questionnaire format and content were indicated in the recommendation area of the 
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evaluation form. Modifications incorporated some participants' suggestions in the 
screening question, work-related experience questions, and the cover letter format.  
Additional improvements to the questionnaire were made before conducting the 
second phase of the pilot test. 
During the second phase, the modified questionnaire was then pilot tested to 
ensure the reliability of the instrument and especially focused on the new 
development of the work motive scale (Appendix N). The pilot test was conducted 
with college students from a university in one Midwestern state of the United States. 
Five instructors were contacted by email to seek their willingness to assist in this 
pilot study. Three instructors replied and showed a willingness to help distribute the 
questionnaires in their classrooms. Three questionnaire packets containing 150 
questionnaires, cover letters, and distribution instructions were mailed to the three 
instructors and 94 questionnaires were returned to the researcher. Among the 94 
questionnaires, 85 valid questionnaires were utilized for data analysis, representing 
an overall valid response rate of 90%. Nine questionnaires were rejected because the 
respondents did not meet the criteria for this study. In addition, these 85 pilot study 
participants were excluded from the final study sample. 
Data analysis was conducted for the pilot study. The developed work motive 
scale and other scales were tested by reliability estimates to determine the internal 
consistency. The coefficient alpha (Cronbach's alpha) for the work motive scale 
was .93, which met the statistically significant level (.70) (Nunnally & Bernstein, 
1994). In addition, the other scales also met the criterion (.80 for the job satisfaction 
scale, .80 for the organizational commitment scale, and .78 for the citizenship 
behavior scale). Based on the results of the reliability estimates, there was no concern 
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regarding reliability of the study instrument. However, there was an issue with the 
fill the blanks for the job satisfaction section. To increase responses for the job 
satisfaction section, the format was changed to allow participants to circle their 
responses instead of filling in blanks. In addition, the work motive scale was moved 
to be the first section. The section used to request participants' work-related 
information and demographic information was moved to the end. The reason for 
changing the section order was to follow a recommendation from Dillman, Smyth, 
and Chaistian (2009). Dillman et al. (2009) suggested "to place sensitive or 
potentially objectionable questions near the end of the questionnaire after 
respondents have had an opportunity to become engaged with the questionnaire" (p. 
159). Based on comments, feedback, and response results from the pilot study, a 
questionnaire with modifications was printed in booklet format (A-4 size) for final 
data collection. 
Questionnaire distribution 
A mailed paper questionnaire was used for data collection. There were three 
steps to the questionnaire distribution. First, the researcher e-mailed each instructor 
from the selected universities to seek the instructor's assistance in distributing 
questionnaires to students and mailing the questionnaires back to the researcher. The 
researcher explained the study’s purpose to the instructors. When the instructors 
showed willingness to assist in distribution and return mail of the questionnaires, the 
researcher prepared the number of questionnaires required by the instructors.  
Second, a packet containing instructions for distribution and return, cover 
letters, questionnaires, and a prepaid A-4 sized envelope was mailed to the instructors.  
Regarding questionnaire distribution, there was limited researcher control of the 
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processes of questionnaire distribution; however, the majority of instructors were 
involved in research and valued research; thus, it was expected that distribution 
procedures were followed. Detailed instructions were provided to the instructors 
(Appendix O). Every participant completed the questionnaire and placed it into the 
A-4 sized envelope. Later, the instructor sealed the A-4 sized envelope, with 
completed questionnaires, and mailed it back to the researcher.     
The researcher confirmed whether the instructors received the packets by 
e-mail five days after the packets were mailed. In addition, based on the suggestions 
by Dillman et al. (2009), a follow-up letter serving as a reminder to complete the 
questionnaire was sent to those who had not responded, and to express appreciation 
to those who had. The follow-up letter was sent to the instructors by e-mail 15 
business days after the packets were mailed (Appendix P). Also, personalized, hand 
written thank you cards were sent to the instructors after the questionnaires were 
received.  
Data analysis 
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 20, was used 
to enter and analyze all collected quantitative data. Data analyses used to process the 
survey results included descriptive statistics, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and 
structural equation modeling (SEM). 
Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data and to examine the 
distribution pattern, means, and standard deviations for each variable. Regarding the 
four main study variables, first, each work motive item was scored as either 1 = 
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 = somewhat 
agree, 6 = agree, or 7 = strongly agree. Second, the score for each descriptive item of 
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job satisfaction was weighted as three when participants indicated yes for positive 
items and also when participants indicated no for negative items. Conversely, the 
score for each descriptive item of job satisfaction was weighted as zero when 
participants indicated yes for negative items and also when participants indicated no 
for positive items (Balzer et al, 2000). When participants could not decide whether 
their perceptions of the five facets were adequately described by the available words 
or phrases, the score was weighted as one. Each aspect of a job’s total score was 
summed by adding together its items. Moreover, the final job satisfaction score was 
the sum of all scores from the five job aspects. Third, each organizational 
commitment item was scored as either 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 
somewhat disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, or 7 = strongly 
agree, while each negative organizational commitment item was scored conversely 
(e.g., 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = somewhat agree, 4 = neutral, 5 = somewhat 
disagree, 6 = disagree, or 7 = strongly disagree) (Allen & Meyer, 1990). Fourth, the 
score for each organizational citizenship behavior item was scored as either 1 = 
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 = somewhat 
agree, 6 = agree, or 7 = strongly agree, while each negative organizational 
citizenship behavior item was scored conversely (e.g., 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 
3 = somewhat agree, 4 = neutral, 5 = somewhat disagree, 6 = disagree, or 7 = 
strongly disagree) (William & Anderson, 1991). Finally, respondents’ demographic 
profiles were examined via frequency and percentage.  
SEM, using MPlus 6.0, was utilized to test the conceptual model of this study. 
The conceptual model—the effects of work motives on job satisfaction and on OCB, 
the effect of job satisfaction on OC, and the effect of OC on OCB—was tested for its 
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significance and the interconnection of the four main variables. One of the 
advantages of SEM is to “better represent theoretical concepts by using multiple 
measures of a concept to reduce the measurement error of that concept” (Hair, Black, 
Babin, & Anderson, 2010, p. 635). Figure 3.1 provides the six-stage process for SEM 
in testing a full structural model, which is adopted from the book Multivariate Data 
Analysis (Hair et al., 2010, p. 636). The six-stage SEM process figure was used with 
permission (Appendix Q).  
Stage one was used to identify the indicators and constructs whose reliability 
and validity have been established in the literature. Stage two was used to assign 
indicators to each latent construct. According to Hair et al. (2010), each latent 
construct is represented by a minimum of three indicators. In stage three, the 
covariance matrix was used as input for the measurement model. "Covariance 
matrices provide the researcher with far more flexibility due to the relatively greater 
information content they contain" (Hair et al., 2010, p. 658).  
Stage four was used to evaluate the validity of the measurement model 
through the Goodness-of-Fit Indices. CFA was followed to examine the 
appropriateness of the measurement model. The fit indices consist of Chi-square 
statistics (𝜒2), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR) (Bentler 
& Bonnet, 1980). Each fit index should approximate the recommended fit indices 
guideline (Table 3.1).  
Stage five was used to assign and clarify the relationships among the 
constructs. Furthermore, since the validity for the all constructs is tested through 
stage four, stage six was used to test the validity of the structural model and the  
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Figure 3.1: Six-stage for structural equation modeling by Hair et al., 2010, 
Multivariate Data Analysis. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall. p. 636. 
Copyright 2010 by Pearson Education, Inc. Reprinted with permission. 
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hypothesized theoretical relationships. All model fit indices—𝜒2, CFI, RMSEA, and 
SRMR—are assessed, and the fit indices should be less than the fit indices of the 
measurement model. 
 
Table 3.1: Fit indices guideline 
Measures of fit Fit guidelines 
𝜒2and p-value 𝜒2close to zero; p-value > 0.05 
CFI ≥0.95 
RMSEA ≤0.06 
SRMR ≤ 0.08 
Note. Adapted from " Significance tests and goodness of fit in the analysis of 
covariance structures" by P. M. Bentler, and D. G. Bonnet, 1980, Psychological 
Bulletin, 88, p. 588-606. 
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CHAPTER 4. DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF A WORK MOTIVE 
MEASUREMENT SCALE 
A paper to be submitted to International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality 
Management 
Yu-Shan Liu, Susan W. Arendt 
Abstract 
Purpose − Based on the concept of McClelland's theory of needs, the purpose of this 
study was to develop a measurement scale to assess work motives for hospitality 
employees.  
Design/methodology/approach − Both qualitative and quantitative methods were 
applied to achieve the study objective. First, individual interviews were conducted to 
explore employee work motives and develop work motive scale items. Second, a 
self-administered paper questionnaire completed by 388 respondents was used to 
validate the developed scale.   
Findings − Four themes were identified which reflect employees' perspectives of 
hospitality jobs and culture: the job itself, need for affiliation, need for achievement, 
and need for power. The developed scale, consisting of 22 items, was found to be 
reliable and valid in assessing work motives. 
Research limitations/implications − The majority of participants were entry-level 
employees; therefore, the developed scale may be constrained by the frontline 
position. Future research could extend the measurement model to investigate work 
motives for individuals in managerial positions. In addition, future research could 
assess work motives as antecedents of employee organizational behaviors and 
attitudes. 
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Practical implications − The developed scale could be employed as a selection tool 
to assess applicants' work motives. It could assist employers in making good hiring 
decisions.  
Originality − This study contributes a new reliable and valid measurement scale 
with which to measure work motives.  
Keywords Hospitality, employees, McClelland's theory, Scale development, Work 
motives   
Paper type Research paper 
Introduction 
Most hospitality employees in entry-level positions are not required to have 
advanced knowledge, skills, and abilities compared to some other service 
occupations (e.g., medical assistants). Therefore, an individual who has little or no 
experience and who is interested in service jobs, is allowed an opportunity to begin 
his or her career in the hospitality industry. According to United States Census 
Bureau (2010), approximately 18% of American workers are employed in the service 
field and 31.1% of those are employed in food preparation and serving related jobs 
(e.g., waiters and waitresses).  
      Hospitality employees play a central role in delivering services to customers 
and service quality is a major concern for practitioners (Liu and Jang, 2009). 
However, it is hard to give explicit standards to evaluate service quality because 
services are characterized by "intangibility, heterogeneity, and inseparability" 
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1985, p. 42). Heterogeneity refers to the fact that 
service quality varies from person to person and that service quality is subjective, 
based on different perspectives. To assure service quality meets customer 
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expectations, practitioners may want employees to be not only efficient at work but 
also accountable. 
      Kalat (2008, p. 399) defined motivation as, "the process that determines the 
reinforcement value of an outcome." Being clear about what motivates an individual 
to work at a particular type of job and for a particular type of organization can help 
employers make the right hiring decisions and increase the likelihood of employment 
engagement. Relevant motivational studies have been done and similar results were 
concluded. For instance, Judge, Thoresen, Bono, and Patton (2001) suggested the 
influence of three factors on employee job performance: "goal progress, job 
characteristics, and work centrality" (p. 390). Moreover, extrinsic factors (e.g., work 
pay and financial reward) and intrinsic factors (e.g., self-development and 
involvement ) have also been widely mentioned in discussions of employee work 
motivation in the hospitality field (e.g., Curtis and Upchurch, 2010; Self and Dewald, 
2001; Wong, Siu, and Tsang, 1999), yet there appears to be no relevant measurement 
tool appropriate for identifying individuals' motives for choosing hospitality jobs. 
Thus, the purpose of this study was to develop a work motive measurement scale, 
based on McClelland's theory of needs, capable of identifying the individuals' 
motives to work for the hospitality industry.  
Literature review  
McClelland's theory of needs  
Work motives, in this study, are defined as the driving forces that cause a person to 
devote him- or herself to a job. "For many people work is an enjoyable, important 
part of who they are" (Kalat, 2008, p. 430). Motivational theories such as Maslow's 
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hierarchy of needs, Herzberg's two-factor theory, and McClelland's theory of needs 
are well known, and serve to explain people's needs met through a job and to shed 
light on their job behaviors and attitudes (DuBrin, 2012). Among the three theories, 
McClelland's theory of needs has been applied in empirical studies (e.g., Turban and 
Keon, 1993;Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, and Garud, 2001; Winter et al., 1998) to 
illustrate the reasons people invest their time and vigor to engage in a certain job. 
Therefore, McClelland's theory of needs was adopted for this study to explore what 
characteristics, inherent in hospitality jobs, motivate people to seek a job in the field.  
McClelland's theory consists of three motivating needs: need for achievement, 
need for affiliation, and need for power (McClelland, 1985). The need for 
achievement means "[t]he drive to excel, to achieve in relation to a set of standards, 
to strive to succeed." The need for affiliation refers to "[t]he desire for friendly and 
close interpersonal relationships." The need for power denotes "[t]he need to make 
others behave in a way that they would not have behaved otherwise" (Robbins and 
DeCenzo, 2008, p. 270). Based on this theory, an individual seeks a job which will 
satisfy his or her needs through its innate characteristics or management 
opportunities. For instance, individuals with a high need for achievement prefer a job 
in which personal performance is emphasized (Lynn, 2000; Turban and Keon, 1993). 
Individuals with a high need for affiliation favor an organization where employers 
commit to employees (Wiesenfeld et al., 2001). Individuals with a high need for 
power prefer a job in which they can exercise leadership skills (Robbins and 
DeCenzo, 2008).  
Financial motivators (e.g., salary or wages) are not included in McClelland's 
theory. Financial motivators are classed in the basic or lower level in Maslow's 
87 
 
 
 
 
hierarchy of needs (DuBrin, 2012; Robbins and DeCenzo, 2008). This study focuses 
on how job characteristics or organizational culture bring a sense of satisfaction to 
hospitality employees; therefore, the focus is on employees' psychological needs 
which are located in the upper level of Maslow's hierarchy. Even though previous 
empirical studies indicated that job security or good wages are factors in hospitality 
employees' work motivation, those are not ranked as the most important motivators. 
Psychological needs (e.g., involvement, self-achievement, friendship, and 
self-development) are more common and more effective motivators (Curtis and 
Upchurch, 2010; Lundberg, Gudmundson, and Andersson, 2009; Self and Dewald, 
2011; Wong et al., 1999).            
Customer satisfaction is a major marketing strategy in the service business 
(Bove and Johnson, 2000; Henning-Thurau, 2004). Henning-Thurau (2004) indicated 
that employees' social skills and willingness to meet customers' requests are strongly 
related to customer satisfaction and revisit intention. Other studies (e.g., Chan and 
Kuok, 2011; Dawson, Abbott, and Shoemaker, 2011) have suggested the importance 
of the match between an individual's work values and the hospitality culture. 
Therefore, it is essential that an individual, who would like to apply for a job in the 
hospitality industry, realizes the job duties and makes sure he or she is motivated. 
"[H]ow much you like your job correlates moderately well with how well you 
perform it" (Kalat, 2008, p. 430). Thus, the need to quantify individuals' initial 
reasons for applying to work in a hospitality job can be met by using a work motive 
measurement instrument.      
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Methods 
To develop a work motive scale, this study employed mixed methods in two phases. 
First, in-depth individual interviews were conducted to explore employees' motives 
for working in the hospitality industry; from this, themes emerged and were used to 
develop the work motive scale. Second, a survey was conducted to test the reliability 
and validity of the measurement scale. The following sections describe details of the 
two research phases.  
Interview participant selection 
Participants selected for interviews were chosen based on having considerable 
hospitality work experiences, thus being able to provide detailed perspectives on 
hospitality jobs. To achieve the goal of purposeful sampling, employees were 
selected from various hospitality segments and at least one student employee and one 
non-student employee were included for each segment. The participants consisted of 
11 current hospitality employees from different hospitality segments in one 
Midwestern state of the United States. The participants consisted of two from the 
foodservice departments of two different hospitals, two from two different casual 
dining restaurants, two from the dining department of one university, three (two 
student employees and one non-student employee) from the front-desk departments 
of two different hotels, and two from the housekeeping department of one hotel.  
Participants were contacted with the aid of instructors in the Department of 
Hospitality Management at one Midwestern university. A script explaining the 
study's purpose was sent to participants via e-mail to seek their willingness to 
participate in this study. One of the researchers contacted each participant who 
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agreed to participate and set individual interview dates, times, and locations.  
Interview data collection 
In-depth individual interviews were conducted by one of the researchers who was 
trained and educated on interviewing. Creswell (2003) suggested that interviews can 
help researchers more deeply understand a person's views on a certain issue. A 
semi-structured format, consisting of open-ended and follow-up questions, was used 
during the interviews, which enabled the interviewer to elicit informative data and 
clarify provided information. Nine primary interview questions were developed 
based on a review of literature and input by experts. Examples of the nine 
open-ended questions include "Why did you apply for this job?," "What motivated 
you to seek work in the hospitality industry?," and "What experiences have you had 
at this job that have helped prepare you for your future career?.” Follow-up or 
probing questions were asked when appropriate. The follow-up questions were 
developed based on the concepts of McClelland's theory of needs to elicit more 
specific information about participants' motives for working in the hospitality 
industry and about their current hospitality jobs. Each interview took about 40 
minutes to complete and was audio-recorded. In addition, field notes were taken by 
the interviewer to record non-verbal behaviors. 
Interview data analysis 
All interview audio-recordings were transcribed verbatim and analyzed in 
conjunction with the field notes using thematic analysis. Thematic analysis is "a 
process that involves coding and then segregating the data by codes into data clumps 
for further analysis and description" and is well-established in the sociological field 
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(Glesne, 2006, p.147). Two researchers read the transcripts and independently 
developed codes and themes. To ensure the trustworthiness of the data analysis, 
sharing, comparing, and discussing the results with research team members are 
suggested (Glesne, 2006; Shenton, 2004). Therefore, codes and emerging themes 
were identified and discussed until the two researchers came to agreement on the 
results best reflecting participants' perspectives. These themes were then used in the 
development of the work motive scale.  
Survey sample 
The developed work motive scale was tested by surveying hospitality employees 
with student status. Students, those under 25 years old, and part-timers make up the 
majority of the workforce in the American restaurant industry (National Restaurant 
Association, 2013). In addition, according to a statistical report from the United 
States Census Bureau, "uncertain noneconomic reason" was the most common cause 
employees gave for choosing a part-time job, while being in school and “in training” 
was the second most common cause. Considering the characteristics of the 
hospitality workforce, hospitality employees with student status were therefore 
selected as an appropriate sample for this present survey.  
Survey design 
A self-administered paper questionnaire was used to test the developed work motive 
scale. The questionnaire consisted of two sections. The first section contained 22 
work motive statements, while the second section contained 10 questions on 
demographics and current work information. In the first section, participants were 
asked to indicate the extent of their agreement with each of 22 statements using a 
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seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 7 (strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). 
The questionnaire was printed in booklet form and color-coded to reflect the different 
participant locations. A pilot test was conducted with hospitality employees who 
were also students (n = 94) prior to the final data collection. In addition, to maintain 
data consistency, pilot study data were excluded from the final data analysis. 
Data collection 
Because the study population was employees with student status, a convenience 
sample of 12 university instructors from hospitality programs in nine states, 
geographically dispersed throughout the United States, were contacted and asked to 
help with questionnaire distribution and return. Questionnaires with cover letters 
were mailed to these instructors along with prepaid return envelopes. The instructors 
distributed the questionnaires to their students, collected the complete questionnaires, 
and returned them in the provided envelopes. A total of 388 completed questionnaires 
were found to be usable for data analysis, representing a response rate of 65.7 
percent.   
Data analysis 
Data was analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 20). First, 
descriptive statistics were computed. Next, reliability as a measure of internal 
consistency (Cronbach's alpha) was calculated. Confirmatory Factor Analysis was 
conducted using MPlus 6.0 to test the validity of the measurement scale. 
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Results 
Demographic information 
Table 4.1 provides profiles of the interview and survey participants. All of the 
interview participants were female (100 percent) and 72.7 percent were 23 years old 
or younger. Interview participants working at restaurants or hotels accounted for 18.2 
percent and 45.5 percent respectively, while 18.2 percent of the interview participants 
worked at a university dining service and 18.2 percent at some other place (e.g., 
hospital). Eighteen percent of interview participants worked in a dining room, 27.3 
percent were front desk workers, 27.3 percent worked both dining room and kitchen 
jobs, 9.1 percent held only kitchen jobs, and 18.2 percent held housekeeping jobs. Of 
the 11 interview participants, 7 (63.7 percent) had worked for their current employer 
for one year or less, while 4 (36.4 percent) participants had worked in their current 
job for more than 3 years. More than half (72.7 percent) of the participants had more 
than three years of experience in the hospitality industry and 27.3 percent had one 
year experience or less.  
      Among survey participants, females made up more than 70 percent and about 
96 percent of the respondents were 26 or younger. Most (74.4 percent) of the survey 
respondents held a foodservice related job, while 25.6 percent held a lodging service 
related job. Slightly more than half (52.6 percent) of the respondents reported that 
their jobs included direct contact with customers or guests (i.e., dining room or front 
desk employees). About 23 percent of the respondents worked in multiple areas (e.g., 
both in a dining room and kitchen), few (8.4 percent) worked in a kitchen, and few (1 
percent) worked in the housekeeping department. Approximately 60 percent of the 
respondents had worked at their current place of employment for one year or less,  
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Table 4.1.  Participant profiles 
Characteristics 
Interviews (n = 11) Survey (n = 352 - 388) 
N % N % 
Gender     
   Female 11 100.0 297 76.5 
   Male  -  -  91 23.5 
Age      
  18-20   1  9.1 107 27.7 
  21-23   7 63.6 214 55.4 
  24-26   1  9.1  49 12.7 
  > 26   2 18.2  16  4.1 
Workplace     
   Restaurant  2  18.2 161 45.7 
   Hotel  5 45.5  90 25.6 
   Others  
   (e.g., hospital, theme park) 
 2 18.2 61 17.3 
   University dining   2 18.2  40 11.4 
Department/Area     
   Dining room  2 18.2 130 34.0 
   Multiple areas  3 27.3  87 22.8 
   Front desk   3 27.3  71 18.6 
   others (e.g. catering, events)  -  -   54 14.1 
   Kitchen  1  9.1    32  8.4 
   Housekeeping   2 18.2    4  1.0 
   Both front- and back-of-the 
house     (e.g., bartender 
or barista) 
      -     - 4    1.0 
Time at current workplace      
   Less than 6 months  3 27.3 124 32.5 
   7-12 months  4 36.4 104 27.2 
   13-24 months  -   -  69 18.1 
   25-36 months  -   -  36  9.4 
   > 36 months  4 36.4  49 12.8 
Hospitality industry experience       
   Less than 6 months  1  9.1  56 14.5 
   7-12 months  2 18.2  61 15.8 
   13-24 months  -   -  74 19.2 
   25-36 months  -   -  63 16.4 
   > 36 months  8 72.7 131 34.0 
 
18.1 percent for 13 to 24 months, 9.4 percent for 25 to 36 months, and 12.8 percent 
for more than three years. About 34 percent of the respondents had more than three 
years of hospitality work experience, and the remaining respondents were relatively 
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evenly distributed across 25 to 36 months (16.4 percent), 13 to 24 months (19.2 
percent), 7-12 months (15.8 percent), and less than six months (14.5 percent). 
Major themes 
Four themes emerged from the interview data: the job itself, need for affiliation, need 
for achievement, and need for power.  
The job itself. This theme was mainly discussed in the context of the 
advantages of having a job in the hospitality industry, specifically (1) the job will 
enable me to develop for my future career and (2) the job offers varied tasks and 
flexible work style. Many participants favored the job because it allowed for 
professional skill and knowledge development, convenient work location, and 
flexible work schedule. See illustrative comments provided below:  
I looked at it as a professional move for me rather than me trying to make friends. 
[O]ne of the bigger things that drew me to it was just to develop those skills and able 
to further develop. 
I think the convenience of my job right now is very good. 
The flexibility of the hours they [the manager] give me. If I need a day off, I've always 
got somebody that'll cover for me. 
Need for affiliation. Interview participants commented on several 
psychological factors that inspired them to continue in their current job and stay with 
their current institution: desire to maintain good relations with managers or 
coworkers, enjoyment of a stable relationship, and a climate where employees are 
encouraged and valued. Employees expected to develop friendly relations with 
managers or coworkers. Some participants mentioned that they appreciated the 
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family aspect of the workplace. The following statements reveal the interview 
participants' experiences:    
It's one of those things where like you know everybody. You know every employee in 
that building. And you talk to them all. And you build that relationship. And I like that. 
The family aspect of the business.  
Cause it's not just a job then. It's more of a second home. 
Need for achievement. Certain characteristics of hospitality jobs give 
employees a sense of accomplishment; these include recognition of their personal 
performance and opportunities to face job-related challenges and take on additional 
responsibilities. Hospitality jobs mainly focus on satisfying the requests of others; 
therefore, employees have ample opportunities to deal with uncertain situations and 
challenges. Several participants expressed pleasure when talking about challenging 
occasions and when they had successfully handled such challenges. Perspectives of 
hospitality jobs are provided below: 
You're always having to think faster than everything's gonna happen to make sure that 
it runs smoothly...I guess that's why...another reason why I love the hospitality industry. 
When it challenges you, you tend to think a little bit more...tend to generate more 
ideas and thoughts. 
Just having them [guests] say, "Oh my goodness. This hotel is beautiful. The staff is 
nice, and we just had an incredible time." That makes my day that they had a good 
time at our hotel. That makes me really proud. 
Need for power. Interacting with others is the essence of a service job. Two 
elements mentioned by most of the participants were: leading or engaging with 
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others and becoming empowered. Most of the participants confirmed that they enjoy 
solving problems and influencing others, as shown in the following responses:  
Making people [customers] have like a great experience. Making them enjoy what 
you're doing or what you're providing for them. And it just kinda brings a little bit of 
joy and excitement in me. 
I do very much enjoy being able to make my own decisions and handle situations 
without having to double check everything I'm doing. 
Scale development and validation 
A total of 22 items were developed to represent the four themes identified by the 
interview analysis. Five or six items were generated for each of the four themes as 
recommended by DeVellis (2003): the job itself (six items), need for achievement 
(six items), need for affiliation (five items), and need for power (five items).  
Table 4.2 presents the four themes, key categories, and examples of scale items, 
which were used as foundation for the work motive scale development.  
After generating an item pool and having it reviewed by experts, a pilot study 
was conducted to select items for the final scale. Analysis of the pilot study data 
showed satisfactory internal consistency among the test items (Cronbach's alpha > .7) 
(Hair et al., 2010) and all questions were indicated to be understandable. Only minor 
modifications to the survey were necessary (e.g., grammatical changes). According to 
the feedback and data analysis results of the pilot study, the final scale required no 
modification and no item deletion.  
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Table 4.2.  Development of work motive scale items based on themes and key 
categories 
Major 
themes 
Key categories 
Examples of scale items 
(I applied for my current  
hospitality job because...) 
 
The job itself The job will enable me to 
develop skills for my future 
career. 
 
Varied tasks and flexible work 
style. 
... I wanted to develop my 
professional skills. 
 
 
... the work schedule  
  suits me. 
 
Need for 
achievement 
Recognition for personal 
performance. 
 
Facing challenges and taking 
responsibility.  
... It satisfies me to make 
customers/guests happy. 
 
... I would feel satisfied when I 
deal with difficult situations. 
 
Need for 
affiliation 
Desire to maintain good 
relations with managers or 
coworkers.  
 
Enjoyment of stable 
relationship. 
 
A climate where employees 
are encouraged and valued. 
 
... I wanted to have good 
relationships with my 
coworkers. 
 
... I wanted to be trusted by my 
coworkers. 
 
... I wanted my coworkers to be 
understanding. 
 
Need for 
power 
Lead or engage others. 
 
Gain empowerment. 
 
... I wanted to engage others. 
  
... I preferred a flexible 
management style. 
 
 
After completing the final data collection (n = 388), the first task was to test 
the measurement scale's reliability. Cronbach’s alphas of the four factors ranged 
from .75 to .89, which showed that all variables were internally consistent (Hair et al., 
2010). Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to "confirm a particular pattern 
of relationships predicted on the basis of theory or previous analytic results" 
(DeVellis, 2003, p.131). To assess the results of CFA, four fit measures were 
reviewed to see whether they met the recommended fit indices guidelines : 𝜒2/df = 
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2.0 to 5.0, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .90, Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .10, and Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR) 
≤ .08 (Bentler 1990, Hair et al., 2010). The results showed the measurement model 
was satisfactory, with 𝜒2/df = 4.49, CFI = .87, RMSEA = .09, and SRMR = .06. All 
indicator loadings were significant (p < .001) and the standardized loadings ranged 
from .40 to .89 (see Table 4.3).  
To test convergent validity, composite reliability (CR) and average variance 
extracted (AVE) were calculated (Hair et al., 2010). The CR of the four constructs 
were all .99, while AVE ranged from .50 to .63 (see Table 4.3). These CR and AVE 
values exceed the suggested values of .70 and .50, respectively (Hair et al., 2010). 
Based on these values, convergent validity of the measurement scale was 
demonstrated. To assess discriminant validity of the four constructs, Kline (2005) 
suggested that correlations between the factors should be <.85. The correlations 
between the four constructs ranged from .68 to .83 (see Table 4.4), indicating that 
discriminant validity of the four constructs was supported.  
In sum, the developed work motive scale was found to be reliable and valid by 
the results of an adequate model fit, convergent validity, and discriminant validity.  
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Table 4.3.  Factor loadings, reliability estimates, composite reliability (CR), and 
average variance extracted (AVE) for the four factors 
Factors 
Standardized 
Loadings 
CR AVE 
Cronbach's 
α 
The job itself (JI) 
 
.99 .50 .75 
JI1 .81 
 
  
JI2 .87 
 
  
JI3 .80 
 
  
JI4 .71 
 
  
JI5 .48 
 
  
JI6 .40 
 
  
Need for achievement (NFACH) 
 
.99 .50 .84 
NFACH1 .56 
 
  
NFACH2 .71 
 
  
NFACH3 .77 
 
  
NFACH4 .79 
 
  
NFACH5 .78 
 
  
NFACH6 .57 
 
  
Need for affiliation (NFAF) 
 
.99 .63 .89 
NFAF1 .68 
 
  
NFAF2 .76 
 
  
NFAF3 .85 
 
  
NFAF4 .89 
 
  
NFAF5 .78 
 
  
Need for power (NFP) 
 
.99 .52 .84 
NFP1 .64 
 
  
NFP2 .74 
 
  
NFP3 .83 
 
  
NFP4 .60 
 
  
    NFP5 .78 
 
  
 
  
  
Notes: All indicator standardized loadings are significant (p < .001) 
 
Table 4.4.  Means, standard deviations, and correlations 
 
Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 
1. The job itself 5.67 1.01 1.00    
2. Need for achievement 5.48 1.13   .77** 1.00   
3. Need for affiliation 5.54 1.21   .68**   .73** 1.00  
4. Need for power 5.55 1.12   .76**   .81**   .83** 1.00 
       
Note: **p < .01; overall mean for work motives = 5.56 
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Discussion  
The major outcome of this study is the newly developed work motive measurement 
instrument. The instrument was designed to measure work motives specific to the 
hospitality employees. Through a mixed methods research design, a work motive 
scale containing four factors, was developed and demonstrated to be valid and 
reliable. The results authenticated the use of a mixed methods approach for 
quantitative instrument development (Creswell and Clark, 2007).  
    Taking McClelland's theory of needs as a theoretical foundation, three 
employees' psychological needs were identified in this exploration of hospitality 
employee work motives: need for achievement, need for affiliation, and need for 
power. Through this study, the characteristics of hospitality jobs which motivate 
employees to engage with them were captured and, along with the hospitality job 
itself, were found to be the one of the reasons people choose to work in this industry 
in the first place.  
The findings of this present study provide perspectives on why individuals 
seek employment in the hospitality industry. According to McClelland's theory of 
needs, monetary matters are not a major motivation for a person to seek a particular 
job. The concepts of need for achievement need for affiliation, and need for power 
are used by the present study to explore how an individual hospitality employee 
perceives his or her job. According to the findings, employees who have a strong 
desire for recognition of personal performance, facing challenges, and taking 
responsibility are likely to prefer a hospitality job. Hospitality jobs, for those 
employees with a high need for achievement, mainly revolve around social contact 
by delivering services to customers, satisfying customers' requests, or dealing with 
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customers' complaints; in this way, the hospitality jobs differ from jobs in other 
industries, for example the manufacturing industry. In addition, hospitality culture 
also requires a team-work approach. Based on the findings of this study, maintaining 
good and stable relations with managers or coworkers, and a climate where 
employees are encouraged and valued are elements that attract individuals with a 
high need for affiliation to the hospitality industry. Furthermore, opportunities to lead 
or engage others and gain empowerment are inherent in hospitality jobs, these in turn 
enable employees to create a good experience for customers by building positive 
customer relations, another important component of hospitality culture (Dawson et 
al., 2011; Kemp and Dwyer, 2001). Based on the findings of this study, service jobs 
where employees have an influence on customer satisfaction, fulfill employees with a 
high need for power. 
In addition to the three needs discussed above, this study identified a unique 
feature of hospitality jobs: the nature of the job itself, including professional 
development and work style. This reflects features of the hospitality culture proposed 
by Dawson et al. (2011), who stated that it offers "training, mistakes as opportunities 
to learn, opportunities to relocate, [and] good business sense" (pp. 294-295). Also, 
some people yearn for better work-life balance; certain aspects of hospitality jobs − 
e.g., varied tasks, flexible work schedule, opportunities for career development − 
meet those who desire to have such a lifestyle.  
Several successful hospitality institutions (e.g., Starbucks, Marriott, Four 
Season, and Kimpton) are characterized by their organizational culture of "the value 
of people, scheduling flexibility, innovative staffing practices,..., [and] transparent 
and well-aligned performance management policies" (Hinkin and Tracey, 2010, p. 
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160). The work motive scale developed by this study comprised of the four factors 
(the job itself, need for affiliation, need for achievement, and need for power), which 
not only represent characteristics of the hospitality jobs, but also reflects the 
uniqueness of hospitality culture and business. 
Implications 
This present study explored four constructs of the work motivation in the hospitality 
industry. The four work motive constructs were identified based on careful interview 
analysis and satisfactory quantitative results. Thus, this study has several 
implications related to the developed work motive scale. First, this study contributes 
a reliable and valid measurement scale which will be of use to future studies in the 
field of human resource management. For instance, work motive could be used as an 
antecedent in investigating employees' organizational behaviors. Previous empirical 
studies (e.g., Curtis and Upchurch, 2010; Self and Dewald, 2011; Wildes, 2008) 
explored several motivational factors of hospitality employees, but without providing 
a tool with which to measure work motives. The work motive scale developed by this 
study consists of 22 items in four areas of hospitality employee work motivation and 
was developed and tested by participants from several different hospitality segments. 
Therefore, the scale could be applied generically to the entire hospitality industry.   
    In addition, the work motive scale could be considered as a selection tool for 
hospitality practitioners in interviewing and hiring. By using the work motive scale 
to understand an applicant's work motives, the interviewer could better assess 
whether the applicant will fit the organizational culture and the type of the job for 
which he or she is applying. Tepeci and Bartlett (2002) suggested a qualified 
employee is one whose work values are congruent with organizational culture. The 
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developed work motive scale will help hospitality practitioners recruit employees 
who understand the nature of hospitality jobs and the culture and share its core 
values.   
Limitation and future research 
As with other studies, this one has its limitations. First, entry-level employees formed 
the major part of the population of this study. Therefore, the developed work motive 
scale may not be applicable more generally to employees in other positions (e.g., 
managerial positions). Job requirements and attributes may differ based on the level 
of positions; therefore, individuals' psychological needs may be fulfilled through 
responsibilities required by different level positions. Future research could extend the 
concepts of this study to investigate work motives for individuals who work in or 
apply for managerial positions; a fuller understanding of the perspectives of those in 
hospitality managerial positions could be used to improve human resource practices. 
Second, in this present study, only intrinsic motivators were studied not extrinsic 
motivators such as money. Future research could adopt other motivation theories 
(e.g., Maslow's hierarchy of needs or Herzberg's two-factor theory) as theoretical 
foundation to see if monetary motivators should be considered when accessing 
applicants' work motives. Finally, future research could apply the developed work 
motive scale to other service industries (e.g., retail or tourism) to confirm or disprove 
the wider validity of the developed scale. 
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CHAPTER 5. THE CORRELATION BETWEEN WORK MOTIVES AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIORS FOR HOSPITALITY EMPLOYEES 
 
A paper to be submitted to International Journal of Hospitality Management 
Yu-Shan Liu, Susan W. Arendt, Others to be determined 
ABSTRACT 
This study examines work motive, meaning a person's initial reason to work, as an 
antecedent to investigate employees' work behaviors and attitudes in the hospitality 
industry. The sample of this study was drawn from hospitality employees from six 
different regions of the United States. The findings reveal a statistical significance 
influence of work motives on work behaviors and attitudes, suggesting that motive is 
a major cause of positive job behaviors and attitudes. This study illuminates the 
process of selecting and hiring qualified employees who believe in the value of 
service jobs and embrace the hospitality culture. Potential employees need to 
understand the nature of hospitality jobs to ensure that they will fit into the job and 
industry culture; while employers need to recognize the ideal hospitality employee to 
ensure high-quality work performance and excellent customer service.  
Keywords: Work motives, Job satisfaction, Organizational commitment, Citizenship behavior, 
Hospitality employees 
1.  Introduction 
      The impressions held about hospitality jobs include low pay (Poulston, 2008), 
low job security, long working hours (Dawson, Abbott, and Shoemaker, 2010), and 
stress from dealing with difficult customers (Bitner, Booms, and Mohr, 1994). 
Hospitality practitioners and employees may often forget about the meaning of 
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hospitality, but it is critical that all those who devote themselves to this industry 
understand and embrace the meaning of the word. To better understand the concept 
of hospitality, Hepple, Kipps, and Thomson identified four hospitality characteristics 
(as cited in King,1995):  
 
      a)  It is conferred by a host on a guest who is away from home. 
      b)  It is interactive, involving the coming together of a provider and receiver.  
      c)  It is comprised of a blend of tangible and intangible factors. 
      d)  The host provides for the guest's security, psychological and   
          physiological comfort (p. 220).  
 
      In addition, the hospitality industry demands teamwork (Woods, 1989) and 
the jobs require employees to show positive work behaviors and attitudes toward 
customers (e.g., interacting with customers courteously), while meeting managers' 
expectations and requirements (Kemp and Dwyer, 2001). Customers are favorably 
impressed by the enthusiasm with which employees provide quality services (Ladhari, 
Brun, and Morales, 2008). Therefore, the role played by each individual employee is 
critical to organizational success.  
      Given the culture of the hospitality industry and the characteristics of 
hospitality jobs, employers should hire employees who are not only qualified for jobs 
in terms of skills, but who also endorse the hospitality culture and the unique 
characteristics of the job. Understanding applicants' reasons for wishing to work in 
the hospitality industry is important for human resource managers conducting the 
selection processes. Despite the many suggested ways to motivate and improve 
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employee job performance while meeting employee expectations (e.g., Chiang and 
Birtch, 2010; Karatepe and Olugbade, 2009; Lundberg, Gudmundson, and Andersson, 
2008; Wildes, 2008), there appears insufficient research has been done on the 
influence of employees' initial motivations for working in this field, despite the fact 
that motivation has been proven to direct people's behaviors (Shinn, 1986). Therefore, 
the purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of hospitality employees' work 
motives on their work behaviors and attitudes.   
2.  Theoretical framework and hypotheses 
2.1.  McClelland's theory of needs and social exchange theory 
      Pinder (1998) suggested that work-related behaviors are impacted by both 
environmental factors and inherent personal capabilities. McClelland's theory of 
needs, introduced in the 1960s, concentrated on three types of needs that differ 
among individuals: need for achievement, need for power, and need for affiliation. 
These can be used to explain why people do things (McClelland, 1985) and to shape 
a framework of human motivation (Jex and Britt, 2008). Compared to Maslow's 
theory, the three types of needs are located in the upper level of Maslow's need 
hierarchy. Therefore, safety, security, and physiological needs, which are located in 
the lower level of Maslow's need hierarchy, are not the major focus of McClelland' s 
theory.  
      Individuals with a high need for achievement (nAch) prefer to challenge 
themselves with difficult tasks and set high standards of job performance 
(McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, and Lowell, 1976; Philips and Gully, 1997). These 
individuals expend effort when job promotion opportunities are based on their 
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personal performance rather than seniority; therefore, an organization or a type of job 
that emphasizes job performance will meet these individuals’ needs. The need for 
power (nPow) refers to the desire to lead or engage others (Winter, John, Stewart, 
Klohnen, and Duncan, 1998). Individuals with a high nPow prefer a job that gives 
them a sense of achievement and empowerment. The need for affiliation (nAff) refers 
to the need to enjoy stable relationships and maintain friendship with others (Winter, 
John, Stewart, Klohnen, and Duncan., 1998). Individuals with a high nAff work best 
in an organization where the management and/or staff offer internal support and are 
attentive to one another (Wiesenfeld, Raghuram, and Garud, 2001). McClelland's 
theory of needs, therefore, can be used to describe the different needs that drive 
individuals to look for or apply for jobs in a particular field or with a particular 
organization. 
      The culture of the hospitality industry is focused on teamwork and 
interdependence between employees (Tepeci and Bartlett, 2002). Social exchange 
theory can be adopted to explain employee relationships to the organization (Van 
Dyne and Ang, 1998), to their managers or supervisors (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Paine, 
and Bachrach, 2000), and to their coworkers (Illies, Nahrgan, and Morgeson, 2007). 
In a 1958 publication, Homan defined social exchange theory as:       
an exchange of goods, material goods but also nonmaterial ones, such as 
symbols of approval or prestige. Persons that give much to others try to get 
much from them, and persons that get much from others are under pressure to 
give much to them (Homans, 1958, p. 606).. 
      Social exchange theory has been widely applied to describe a reciprocal 
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relationship among individuals within the context of work. By adopting the concepts 
of social exchange theory, studies investigating employee attitudes (e.g., 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction) and employee behaviors (e.g., 
organizational citizenship behaviors) have demonstrated and reinforced the existence 
of relationships between employees, management, colleagues, and clients ( Ladd and 
Henry, 2000; Witt, 1992; Witt and Wilson, 1990). Based on these two theoretical 
backgrounds, the framework of the present study was built by adopting concepts 
from McClelland's theory of needs and from Homan's social exchange theory.  
2.2.  Work motives, organizational citizenship behaviors, and job satisfaction 
     Motives are defined as "an activated state within a person − consisting of drive 
urges, wishes, and desires − that leads to goal-directed behavior" (Mowen and 
Moinor, 1998, p. 160). Employee work behaviors (e.g., organizational citizenship 
behaviors) and attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction) influence an organization's 
productivity and work climate (Bienstock, DeMoranville, and Smith, 2003; Walz and 
Niehoff, 2000). Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) includes being 
enthusiastic and eager about accomplishing work assignments, willing to voluntarily 
take on additional tasks, helpful to others when needed, and a faithful supporter of 
the company's goals and policies (Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994). Studies show 
that a company benefits significantly from employee OCB (Bienstock et al., 2003; 
Paillé and Grima, 2011; Walz and Niehoff, 2000). Moreover, job satisfaction refers to 
positive feelings toward one's work (Odom, Boy, and Dunn, 1990). In the hospitality 
industry, employee work behaviors and attitudes are of great concern to employers 
because these behaviors and attitudes are tightly coupled with the quality of service 
offered by the employee (Hartline and Ferrell, 1996). Therefore, knowing employees' 
112 
 
 
 
 
work motives could help managers identify similarities between employees' work 
values and the organization's mission and culture, and aid both parties (employees 
and managers) in predicting how well each will live up to the other's expectations 
(Sekiguchi, 2004).  
Person-organization fit is found to have a strong influence on job satisfaction 
(Kristof-Brown, Jansen, and Colbert, 2002). Thus, employees' job behaviors and 
attitudes are likely to meet managers' expectations when they are in agreement with 
organizational goals and values (van Vianen, De Pater, and Van Dijk, 2007). 
Person-job fit is another factor that impacts employee job performance and work 
intention (Lopez and Babin, 2009). Edwards (1991) suggested that an individual's 
knowledge, skills, and abilities are the chief considerations in determining whether 
he or she is suitable for a given job. Kristof-Brown et al. (2002) indicated that 
positive job performance can be expected if employees are fit for the job. Finally, 
individuals' career decisions are affected by their awareness of person-job fit (Werbel 
and Gilliland, 1999).  
Generally, individuals' work behaviors (Young and Hurlic, 2007), commitment, 
job satisfaction (Verquer, Beehr, and Wagner, 2003), and job performance (Hecht and 
Allen, 2005; Lopez and Babin, 2009) reflect whether the organization or the job are a 
good fit; that is, a good fit yields high performance while a poor fit may yield poor 
performance. Thus, we pose the two hypotheses below: 
H1.  Employee work motives are positively related to organizational citizenship 
behaviors (OCB). 
H2.  Employee work motives are positively related to job satisfaction.  
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2.3.  Job satisfaction and organizational commitment 
     Job satisfaction has been demonstrated to impact employee work behaviors 
(Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, and Nilles-Jolly, 2005) and attitudes (Spinelli and 
Canavos, 2000). Several work-related factors impact employee job satisfaction, 
including the nature of the work itself, treatment by supervisors, relationships with 
coworkers and with customers, satisfaction with salary, and promotion opportunities 
(Brown and Peterson, 1993; Smith et al., 1969; Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). To 
maximize the chances of excellent performance, it is necessary to ensure that 
employees are satisfied with their jobs and with the organizations. Lam and Zhang 
(2003) suggested that employee job satisfaction is heightened by job enrichment 
opportunities, training and development programs, feedback and communication 
from supervisors, and accuracy of performance appraisals. When employees are 
satisfied with their jobs, positive work performance and ideal service quality may be 
anticipated (Arnettt, Laverie, and McLane, 2002). 
      Both job satisfaction and organizational commitment are considered attitudes, 
not behaviors. Commitment is composed of two aspects: obligation and mind-set 
(Brown, 1996; Oliver, 1990). Meyer and Allen (1991, p. 67) defined organizational 
commitment (OC) as "a psychological state that characterizes the employee's 
relationship with the organization and has implications for the decision to continue or 
discontinue membership in the organization". Meyer and Allen's (1991) study 
defined three dimensions of employee OC: affective OC, normative OC, and 
continuance OC. Affective OC indicates whether an organization's employees 
unconditionally support its growth (Meyer and Allen, 1991). Normative OC refers to 
the degree to which employees perform the duties related to OC, such as contractual 
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obligations and positional responsibilities. (Meyer and Allen, 1991). Continuance OC 
is when employees exhibit OC only because they are concerned about the economic 
or social cost of not doing so. In such a case, employees stay with the organization 
because of the perceived cost of quitting, but they will leave the organization and feel 
no apprehension when there is no compelling reason to stay (Meyer and Allen, 
1991). 
     A number of researchers (e.g., Bartle, Dansby, Landis, and McIntyre, 2002; 
Kim and Jogaratnam, 2010; Kim, Leong, and Lee, 2005 ) have suggested that 
keeping employees content encourages OC behaviors. According to Kim and 
Jogaratnam (2010), hospitality employees are satisfied with a job when they are well 
trained and have open communication and a supportive work environment. Moreover, 
satisfaction with management practices related to these areas (e.g., a supportive work 
environment) induces employees to get involved in the organization (Kim and 
Jogaratnam, 2010; Yang, 2010). Employee job satisfaction, then, is directly 
associated with OC.  
Based on the literature discussed above, the relationship between employee job 
satisfaction and OC is established. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
H3.  There is a positive relationship between employees' job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment (OC).  
2.4.  Organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors 
     Organ (1988) defined organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) as "individual 
behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal 
reward system, [and] in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 
organization" (p. 4). Williams and Anderson (1991) suggested two OCB categories: 
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employee OCB toward the organization (OCB-O), which "benefit[s] the organization 
in general (e.g., [an employee who] gives advance notice when unable to come to 
work)" (Williams and Anderson, 1991, p. 602), and employee OCB toward internal 
customers (coworkers) (OCB-I), which "immediately benefit[s] specific individuals 
and indirectly through this means contribute[s] to [the] organization (e.g., [an 
employee who] helps others who have been absent)" (Williams and Anderson, 1991, 
pp. 601- 602). The two OCB categories are based on five dimensions theorized by 
Organ (1998): OCB-O is based on conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and civic virtue, 
which benefit the organization through managerial efficiency, while OCB-I is formed 
from altruism and courtesy, which benefit individuals in the organization. Jobs in the 
hospitality industry generally require dealing with people, either customers or 
coworkers. Likewise, hospitality employees are expected to show their sincerity in 
the workplace. For example, employees take care of guests or customers requests 
immediately or an experienced employee role models behavior for a new employee. 
Thus, OCB is stressed in the hospitality field. 
Stamper and Van Dyne (2001) indicated that OCB occurs when employees feel 
a sense of belonging toward the organization; employee OC is also related to job 
satisfaction and to perceived organizational and supervisor support (Cho and 
Johanson, 2008; Kim et al., 2005). These chain reactions match the social exchange 
theory model, which explains the development of mutually beneficial relations 
between employees and others. Empirical studies (e.g., Cho and Johanson, 2008; 
Feather and Rauter, 2004; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Bommer, 1996) have 
demonstrated a positive relationship between OC and OCB; additionally, these 
studies identified OC as an antecedent to employee OCB.  
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Thus, there is a deducible connection between OC and OCB and the following 
hypothesis is developed:  
H4.  Employee organizational commitment (OC) is positively related to employee   
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). 
3.  Methodology 
3.1.  Sampling  
The target population of this study consisted of both current and former 
employees working in the hospitality industry (e.g., the foodservice, lodging, 
recreation, or convention and meeting service industry) in the United States. For 
purposes of this study, the foodservice industry was defined as any type of restaurant, 
including "... family-style, speciality and fine dining restaurants; private clubs; 
banquet operations, coffee shops and dining rooms in hotels and lodging facilities; ... 
catering compan[ies]; ..., and foodservice operations in business, schools, colleges 
and universities, [and] hospitals and other health-care facilities" (International 
Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and Institutional Education, 2006, p. 5). The lodging 
industry was defined as any type of hotel or motel, including "resorts; conference 
centers, [and] inns" (International Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and Institutional 
Education, 2006, p. 5). The recreation industry was defined as "theme parks and 
attractions" and the convention and meeting service industry was defined as "event 
planning and management" (International Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and 
Institutional Education, 2006, p. 5). 
Data were collected from college students at nine universities in six different 
regions of the United States (Midwestern, Middle Atlantic, New England, Pacific 
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Coast, Rocky Mountain, and Southern) in April 2013. A cross-sectional and 
self-administered paper survey instrument was used to gather data. First, a 
convenience sample of 12 instructors from nine universities were contacted by e-mail 
to seek their assistance in the distribution and return mailing of the questionnaires. 
Those 12 instructors were selected because they were currently teaching 
undergraduate courses in a hospitality-related field, meaning they had easy access to 
a large pool of appropriate respondents. Next, a questionnaire packet containing 
instructions for distribution and return, cover letters, questionnaires, and a prepaid 
return envelope was mailed to each instructor. Questionnaires with cover letters, 
containing the elements of consent, were distributed to participants by the instructors. 
One question at the end of the cover letter was used to screen participants thereby 
confirming that they were currently working or had formerly worked in the 
hospitality industry. After participants completed the questionnaire, they placed it 
into the mailing envelope which was then sealed and mailed back by the instructor. 
A total of 591 questionnaires were sent out to the instructors and 465 
questionnaires were completed and returned. A total of 388 completed questionnaires 
were found to be useable for this study, representing an overall response rate of 65.7%. 
The remaining returned questionnaires were not utilized for this study because 
respondents did not meet the established hospitality industry definitions.  
3.2.  Measures 
     The relationships among work motives, work behaviors, and work attitudes 
were measured by four constructs (work motives, job satisfaction, OC, and OCB) 
using 89 items. Of the 89 items, 22 were generated from in-depth interviews to 
measure employee work motive; this was done because it was difficult to find a work 
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motive scale appropriate and relevant to this study population. The other 67 items 
were adopted from other empirical studies.  
     To develop these 22 work motive items, a total of 11 in-depth interviews were 
conducted with current hospitality employees working in different hospitality 
segments (e.g., university dining, hotels, and casual dining restaurant), as 
recommended by DeVellis (2003) and Glesne (2006). The items covered the job itself 
(six items), need for achievement (six items), need for affiliation (five items), and 
need for power (five items). Work motive was measured using a 7-point Likert-type 
scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The concepts of 
McClelland's theory of needs were the basis of the interview analysis and the 
development of work motive scale. The developed work motive scale was pre-tested 
for clarity and reliability through a pilot study.  
Job satisfaction was measured with 30 items which covered five aspects of a 
job as defined by the abridged Job Descriptive Index (Bowling Green State 
University, 2012). These 30 items covered work performed in present job (six items), 
pay (six items), supervision (six items), coworkers (six items), and opportunities for 
promotion (six items). The respondent was asked to select yes, no, or a question mark 
for each given word or phrase to describe their satisfaction with that aspect of his or 
her job. Consistent with established procedures, the scores for the descriptive job 
satisfaction items were 3 = yes, 0 = no, and 1 = question mark (Balzer et al., 2000). 
      Organizational commitment was measured with 24 items adopted from Allen 
and Meyer (1990) which explored three aspects of OC: affective OC (eight items), 
continuance OC (eight items), and normative OC (eight items). Organizational 
citizenship behavior was measured with 13 items on two dimensions adapted from 
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Williams and Anderson (1991): OCB-O (six items) and OCB-I (seven items). Both 
OC and OCB items used a 7-point Likert type response scale ranging from 1 = 
strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree.  
3.3.  Research procedures  
      A pilot study was conducted prior to the final data collection to ensure the 
suitability of the questionnaire length and format, clarity of questionnaire content, 
and reliability of the instrument. First, the questionnaire format and content were 
evaluated by nine participants (five undergraduate students, two graduate students, 
and two research experts in the Hospitality Management program at a U.S. university 
in a Midwestern state). As a result of the pilot participants' suggestions, modifications 
were made to the screening question, work-related experiences questions, and cover 
letter format before conducting a reliability test of the instrument.  
      Next, a reliability test of the instrument was conducted with 85 Hospitality 
Management students, who were current or former employees in either the 
foodservice or lodging industry, at a university in a Midwestern state. The reliability 
estimates of the four scales met the recommended minimum significance of .70 (Hair, 
Black, Babin, Anderson, and Tatham, 2010), ranging from .78 to .93. Therefore, the 
reliability of the instrument was considered established. The returned questionnaires 
from the pilot study revealed a problem with filling in blanks in one section; to 
increase usable responses in that section, the format of the section was changed to 
allow participants to circle their responses instead of filling in blanks. Based on the 
comments, feedback, and results from the pilot study, a modified version of the 
questionnaire was printed in booklet format (A-4 size) for the final data collection. 
To ensure data consistency, data collected from both parts of the pilot study (a total 
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of 94 participants) were excluded from the final study sample.    
3.4.  Data analysis 
     The collected data were entered into Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS), version 20. Statistical analyses, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 
structural equation modeling (SEM) were conducted using MPlus 6.0. First, 
descriptive statistics were used to examine the data distribution pattern. Second, CFA 
was conducted to examine the appropriateness of measurement variables under each 
construct. Finally, the hypothesized theoretical relationships were tested using SEM. 
Fit indices consisting of Chi-square statistics (𝜒2), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean 
Residual (SRMR) were used to assess model fit (Bentler and Bonnet, 1980). 
4.  Results 
4.1.  Descriptive statistics 
      The profile of survey respondents is summarized and presented in Table 5.1. 
The respondents comprised 76.5% females and 23.5% males. The average age of the 
respondents was 22 years old; age categories were as follows: 18 to 20 years old 
(27.7%), 21 to 23 years old (55.4%), 24 to 26 years old (12.7%), and over 26 years 
old (4.1%). Most (74%) of the respondents were majoring in Hospitality 
Management. Classification data showed that 20 (5.2%) respondents were freshmen, 
62 (16.0%) were sophomores, 132 (34.0%) were juniors, 149 (38.4%) were seniors, 
and 25 (6.4%) were graduate students. Almost half (45.7%) of the respondents 
worked/ had worked at restaurants, 25.6% at hotels, 11.4% at university dining, and 
17.3% at some other place related to either the hospitality industry or the foodservice 
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industry.  
      Given that the largest percentage of the respondents worked at restaurants, it 
is not surprising that the areas in which respondents worked were front-of-the house 
(34.0% ) or back-of-the house (8.4%); others worked at the front desk (18.6%) and a 
small percentage worked in housekeeping (1.0%). Over half of the respondents 
worked part-time (77.0%) and at their current place of employment for one year or 
less (60.0%). Approximately 50.0% of the respondents had worked in the hospitality 
industry for two years or less, while 50.4% had worked there for three years or less. 
Table 5.1  
Demographic profile and work-related information (N = 382 - 388). 
Demographic characteristics N Frequency   
(%) 
Gender   
   Female 297 76.5 
   Male  91 23.5 
Age   
   18-20 years old 107 27.7 
   21-23 years old 214 55.4 
   24-26 years old  49 12.7 
   > 26 years old  16  4.1 
Major   
   Hospitality major 287 74.0 
   Non-Hospitality major 101 26.0 
Classification   
   Freshman  20  5.2 
   Sophomore  62 16.0 
   Junior 132 34.0 
   Senior 149 38.4 
   Graduate  25  6.4 
Workplace   
   Restaurant 161 45.7 
   Hotel  90 25.6 
   Others (e.g., dietetics, event management)  61 17.3 
   University Dining   40 11.4 
Area   
   Front-of-the house 130 34.0 
   Multiple response  87 22.8 
   Front desk   71 18.6 
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Table 5.2 presents means, standard deviations, correlations of study constructs, 
and reliability estimates for the four constructs. The mean values of the four study 
constructs are between 2.01 and 5.57, with standard deviations ranging from .54 to 
1.00. These values indicate that (1) the degree of agreement on the reasons for 
applying for a hospitality job was "somewhat agree" to "agree" (Mean = 5.57, SD = 
1.00), (i.e., respondents somewhat agreed or agreed that they applied for their current 
hospitality job because they wanted to engage others), (2) perceived job satisfaction 
was higher than the middle range of scale scores (1.50) (Mean = 2.02, SD = .54), (i.e., 
a respondent was satisfied with his or her job) (Balzer et al., 2000), (3) the level of 
agreement on OC attitudes was "neutral" (Mean = 4.06, SD = .73), (i.e., respondents 
Table 5.1  
(Continued) 
 
  
   Others (e.g., catering, events)  54 14.1 
   Back-of-the house  32 8.4 
   Housekeeping    4 1.0 
   Both front and back of the house (e.g.,  
   bartender or barista) 
  4 1.0 
Work hours/per week   
   1-8 hours/per week  26  6.7 
   9-16 hours/per week  80 20.7 
   17-24 hours/per week 121 31.3 
   25-32 hours/per week  71 18.3 
   33-40 hours/per week  58 15.0 
    > 40 hours/per week  31  8.0 
Current workplace work experience    
   Less than 6 months 124 32.5 
   7-12 months 104 27.2 
   13-24 months  69 18.1 
   25-36 months  36  9.4 
   > 36 months  49 12.8 
Hospitality industry experience     
   Less than 6 months  56 14.5 
   7-12 months  61 15.8 
   13-24 months  74 19.2 
   25-36 months  63 16.4 
   > 36 months 131 34.0 
123 
 
 
 
 
generally neither agreed or disagreed that they felt emotionally attached to their 
organizations), and (4) the level of agreement on OCB performance was "somewhat 
agree" to "agree" (Mean = 5.68, SD = .78), (i.e., respondents generally somewhat 
agreed or agreed that they went out of their way to help new employees). The 
correlation between each of these study factors was significant and positive. 
Moreover, Cronbach's alphas for the four study factors were in the range of .81 to .94, 
suggesting measurement reliability (Hair et al., 2010).  
Table 5.2 
Means, standard deviations, reliability estimates, and correlations of study variables. 
Note: Cronbach's alphas in parentheses 
      *** P < .001 
      a Scale: 1 = strong disagree to 7 = strong agree. 
      b Scale: 0 = no, 1 = a question mark, and 3 = yes for each descriptive item of job satisfaction. 
      c Scale: 1 = strong disagree to 7 = strong agree. 
      d Scale: 1 = strong disagree to 7 = strong agree. 
 
4.2.  Measurement model-Confirmatory factor analysis 
To ensure that the measurement variables represented each construct 
appropriately, CFA was used to test the research model (Hair et al., 2010). The model 
fit indices, as indicated by 𝜒2= 148.89 with df = 71, p = 0.000, 𝜒2/ df = 2.10, CFI 
= .943, RMSEA = .053, and SRMR = .046, are all within the recommended fit 
indices guidelines of 𝜒2/df = 2.0-5.0, CFI ≥ .95, RMSEA ≤ .06, and SRMR 
≤ .08 (Bentler and Bonnet, 1980). Thus, the research model appears to offer a good 
model fit. In addition, all of the standardized factor loadings were statistically 
significant, ranging from .204 to .848. Using a cutoff value of ± .3 as a significant 
Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 
1. Work motivesa  5.57 1.00 (.94)    
2. Job satisfactionb  2.02 .54 .31*** (.84)   
3. Organizational commitmentc  4.06 .73 .37*** .43*** (.81)  
4. Organizational citizenship  
  behaviord 
5.68 .78 .43*** .21*** .24*** (.83) 
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and acceptable factor loading with a sample size of 350 or greater (Hair et al., 2010), 
two of the estimates (Pay for Job Satisfaction and Continuance OC for 
Organizational Commitment) fell below the cutoff; therefore, these two measurement 
variables were removed from the research model. According to the participant profile 
of this present study, the majority of the respondents were front-line employees with 
student status. Usually, front-line employees receive minimum pay and it is not 
difficult for them to switch jobs within different hospitality institutions. Therefore, it 
is not surprised that the two measurement variables－pay and continuance OC－did 
not show high factor loadings to represent the factors of job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment in this present study.  
The goodness-of-fit indices of the revised research model were: 𝜒2 = 90.051 
with df = 48, p = 0.0002, 𝜒2/ df = 1.88, CFI = .968, RMSEA = .048, SRMR = .032, 
indicating a good model fit. The overall standardized factor loadings were 
statistically significant and acceptable, ranging from .30 to .85 (see Table 5.3). The  
correlations between each set of measurement variables were all lower than .50 (see 
Table 5.4). To test the convergent validity and discriminant validity of measurement 
scales, Kline (2005, p. 73) suggested that "(1) indicators specified to measure a 
common underlying factor all have relatively high standardized loadings on that 
factor, and (2) estimated correlations between the factors are not excessively high (i.e. 
> .85)". Also, Kline (2005) cited by Marsh and Hau (1999), stated that high 
standardized factor loading (i.e. > .60) should be considered for indicators when the 
sample size is not large. The minimum sample size desired is 10 observations per 
measurement variable (Kline, 2005). This study contained a total of 12 measurement 
variables; therefore, the required minimum sample size is 120. The sample size of 
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this study is 388 which exceeded the minimum sample size requirement. Thus, the 
standardized loadings, ranging from .30 to .85, are acceptable given the sample size 
Table 5.3 
Factor loadings for measurement variables. 
Note: *** p < .001. 
 
Table 5.4 
Correlations among constructs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: All correlations were significant at **p < .01. 
 
of this study, which suggests convergent validity for the four constructs (Kline, 2005). 
In addition, the estimated correlations are not high (< .50) between the four 
constructs, which shows evidence of discriminant validity. To summarize, 
Variables Standardized Loadings 
Work Motives by  
 
   Job itself .75
*** 
   Need for affiliation .78
*** 
   Need for power .80
*** 
   Need for achievement .85
*** 
Job Satisfaction by  
 
   Work on present job .61
*** 
   Pay Deleted 
   Opportunities for promotions .48
*** 
   Supervision .63
*** 
   People on your present job .51
*** 
Organizational Commitment (OC) by 
  
   Affective OC .78
*** 
   Continuance OC Deleted 
   Normative OC .30
*** 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) by 
  
   OCB-I .72
*** 
   OCB-O .42
*** 
Constructs 1 2 3 4 
1. Work Motives  -    
2. Job Satisfaction  .34** -   
3. Organizational Commitment .41**    .49** -  
4. Citizenship Behavior  .43** .24** .32** - 
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considering the good model fit indices of the research model and the evidence of 
convergent validity and discriminant validity, the measurement model appears 
reliable and valid. 
4.3.  Structural equation modeling  
      Lastly, the hypothesized theoretical relationships of the study were tested 
using SEM. Table 5.5 shows the overall fit statistics and the results of the path 
coefficients. The measures of 𝜒2= 103.327 with df = 50, p = .000, 𝜒2/ df = 2.07, 
CFI = .959, RMSEA = .052, and SRMR = .039 were all within a range that suggests 
the model provides a good fit (Hair et al., 2010). Based on the overall good fit of the 
structural model, the individual parameter estimates (path estimates) were then 
tested. 
      As shown in Table 5.5, all path estimates were significant and in the expected 
directions, suggested that the four hypotheses were supported. Work motives 
positively and significantly influenced OCB (𝛽 = .43, p < .001); thus, hospitality 
employees' work motives positively affected their OCB and Hypothesis 1 was 
supported. Work motive significantly and positively affected job satisfaction (𝛽 
= .50, p < .001); thus, hospitality employees' work motives positively related to their 
job satisfaction, validating Hypothesis 2. Job satisfaction significantly and positively 
influenced OC (𝛽 = .83, p < .001), indicating hospitality employees' job satisfaction  
strongly and positively affected their OC; thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported. 
Organizational commitment significantly and positively influenced OCB (𝛽 = .28, p 
< .001), meaning that hospitality employees' OC positively and slightly affected their 
OCB, which supported Hypothesis 4. In conclusion, the model suggested that 
127 
 
 
 
 
hospitality employees' motives for working are significantly and positively related to 
their subsequent work behaviors and work attitudes. The standardized path 
coefficients are shown in Fig. 5.1. 
Table 5.5 
Summary of hypothesis testing. 
Note: *** p < .001. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: OC = organizational commitment; OCB= organizational citizenship behavior; 
OCB-O = organizational citizenship behavior toward organization; OCB-I = 
organizational citizenship behavior toward internal customers.  
*** p < .001 
Fig. 5.1.  The structural model with standardized coefficients. 
Hypotheses Paths 
Std. 
coefficients 
Results 
H1 Work motive    OCB .43*** Supported 
H2 Work motives    Job satisfaction .50*** Supported 
H3 Job satisfaction    OC .83*** Supported 
H4 OC    OCB .28*** Supported 
X2 = 103.327 with df = 50 , P = .000  
X2 / df = 2.07; CFI = .959; RMSEA = .052 ; SRMR = .039 
 .72*** 
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5.  Discussion 
      The study sample consisted of college students with work experiences in the 
hospitality industry. The study sample reveals similarities of gender and age among 
other populations in hospitality field studies. Most of the respondents were female 
and between the ages of 18 and 26, the same population pattern shown in other 
empirical studies which looked at non-student employees as their study samples. For 
instance, in Curtis and Upchurch's (2010) study, 56.3% and 60.2% of the respondents 
(front-of-the house chain restaurant employees) were females 25 years old and 
younger. In the past decade, similar hospitality employee profiles were found in the 
studies of Gazzoli, Hancer, and Park (2010), Gursoy, Chi, and Karadag (2013), Kim 
and Agrusa (2011), Kim and Jogaratnam (2010), Lee and Ok (2012), and Wildes 
(2008). Therefore, the population pattern of this study sample is similar to those of 
previous studies which used non-student hospitality employees as their sample. In 
addition, several studies in hospitality education field noted that females were a 
majority of the student population in the hospitality program−64.8% in Cha, Kim, 
and Cichy's (2013) study, 64.0% in Chatfield, Lee, and Chatfield's study (2012), and 
62.0% in Kim, Hallab, and Lee's (2009) study. 
      Employees are considered the most important resource in labor-intensive 
industries, the hospitality industry being one of these. Hospitality employees should 
be passionate about their jobs to ensure they will deliver good service to customers 
and show positive work behaviors and attitudes toward their job and organization. 
Motives for working in the hospitality industry, therefore, are an important factor in 
anticipating employees' subsequent work behaviors and work attitudes. This study is 
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the first known empirical study to investigate the interrelationships between work 
motives, job satisfaction, OC, and OCB in the hospitality industry. The key 
contribution of this study is the implementation of work motive as an antecedent and 
the major cause of work behaviors and attitudes. 
      The results provide evidence of the importance in understanding the effect of 
employees' work motives. Hospitality employees' work motives positively and 
directly affect their OCB and job satisfaction as suggested by motivation theory 
which views motives as those factors which drive people to behave in certain ways 
(Mowen and Moinor, 1998; Pinder, 1998; Shinn, 1986), and by established social 
exchange theory which illustrates how employees build relationships with all 
involved parties within the organization (e.g., managers, supervisors, coworkers and 
the organization as a whole) (Ilies et al., 2007; Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Paine, and 
Bachrach, 2000; Rhodes and Eisenberger, 2002; Van Dyne and Ang, 1998). 
      In terms of the relationship between work motives and OCB, as well as the 
relationship between work motives and job satisfaction, the findings showed strong 
and positive relationships. Curtis and Upchurch (2010) suggested that when 
employees' needs are fulfilled by their job, they are content with the job and are more 
willing to support the organization and their coworkers. Hospitality jobs are 
well-known for providing tangible and intangible products and services to customers 
(Ha and Jang, 2010); this allows employees to challenge themselves by dealing with 
customer complaints or solving uncertain situations, to build interpersonal 
relationships and social networks by meeting people from different fields, and to 
engage others in providing recommendations to customers. All of this allows the 
industry to offer satisfying and fulfilling employment to those with little experience, 
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skills, or knowledge. Therefore, this study provides insights about the characteristics 
inherent in hospitality jobs that motivate people to work for them; this is important to 
understand because employees' job satisfaction and OCB are built on their work 
motives. 
      Moreover, employee job satisfaction strongly impacts OC; this aligns with 
findings in other empirical studies in the hospitality field (e.g., Bartle, Dansby, 
Landis, and McIntyre, 2002; Kim and Jogaratnam, 2010; Kim, Leong, and Lee, 2005; 
Redfern, Hannan, and Norman, 2002; Yang, 2010). When employees are satisfied 
with their jobs, they become highly involved in the job and the organization (Bartle 
et al., 2002). Based on the findings of this study, employees commit to their 
organizations because they place emphasis on building a long-term relationship with 
the organization and because of a strong sense of responsibility. Financial 
considerations, other possible reasons of the presence of OC, did not show significant 
influence in this study.  
      Although employees' OC influences their OCB, this study suggests that it 
does not have as strong an influence as work motives. This finding differs from those 
of Cho and Johanson's (2008) study, which showed a close relationship between OC 
and OCB (𝛽 = .67, t = 4.68 for part-time restaurant employees and  𝛽 = .52, t = 3.56 
for full-time restaurant employees). Regarding the presence of OC, certain positive 
behaviors, for example consistent attendance and increased productivity − indicate a 
high level of OC (McNesse-Smith, 1995). However, the presence of OCB goes 
beyond explicit job descriptions, job requirements, or duties (Organ, 1988). 
Employees are more likely to engage in OCB when the organization and/or their 
supervisors demonstrate concern for their needs and feelings (Cho and Johanson, 
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2008), as explained by the principles of the social exchange theory. Organizational 
citizenship behavior may also be encouraged or inhibited by other factors, such as 
work status (Stamper and Van Dyne, 2001), personality traits (Tan and Tan, 2008), 
and positions and duties (Lam, Hui, and Law, 1999). Thus, according to the findings 
of this study, the presence of OCB cannot be determined solely by OC (for example, 
high attendance rate at work); in addition, broader motives for working in the 
hospitality industry in general may strongly affect employees' willingness to engage 
in OCB in a service job.  
      In sum, work motives are the originating factors in how employees view their 
job and the organizational culture and policy within which they operate, and which in 
turn stimulate their overall job behaviors and attitudes. Many studies have suggested 
the importance of a sense of accomplishment and satisfaction in a job, proposing that 
it creates a chain reaction of positive behaviors and attitudes toward the organization, 
managers, supervisors, coworkers, and customers (Arnett, Laverie, and McLane, 
2002; Gazzoli et al., 2010; Kim and Jogaratnam, 2010; Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, 
Saltz, and Nilles-Jolly, 2005; Spinelli and Canavos, 2000). This study confirmed that 
a better understanding of what employees need and desire from a service job will 
result in happier employees and more effective job performance by encouraging the 
presence of OCB.   
6.  Conclusions and implications 
      The study's findings indicate that employees are satisfied and motivated to 
deliver good job performance and to go above and beyond what is required when 
they are clear about their initial reasons for working in a service industry and when 
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they comprehend what they gain from the job as well as what they are expected to 
give to it. However, employee motivation is often discussed or attended to only after 
employees have already started working for the organization. This study contributes 
to the hospitality human resource management literature by (1) exploring work 
motives as an antecedent to job satisfaction, OC, and OCB, which differs from how 
to induce employee motivation in a work situation and (2) exposing the positive 
influence of work motives on work behaviors and work attitudes. The existing 
literature suggests that addressing what employees expect from their organizations or 
their managers in order to satisfy their job needs. Job satisfaction can be increased by 
redesigning work content or changing policies, but it is not stressed by the 
characteristics inherent in hospitality jobs that motivate employees to work in that 
field. Given that there appears to be an insufficient understanding of how those work 
motives affect later job behaviors and attitudes, this study sets a precedent for future 
research by perceiving work motives as the root cause of work behaviors and 
attitudes.   
      Every employee has different motives in choosing to work in a specific field. 
The results of this study provide some practical management implications. First, 
managers in the hospitality industry should be attentive during the selection and 
hiring processes. It has been found that managers spend little time on selection, 
especially for entry-level positions with low pay, few benefits (Poulston, 2008; 
Dawson, Abbott, and Shoemaker, 2010), or low skill requirements (O’Mahony and 
Sillitoe, 2001). One selection method, the interview, is often conducted when 
selecting and hiring entry-level employees in the hospitality industry (Martin and 
Groves, 2002). However, qualified employees should be recruited as a result of a 
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well-designed selection and hiring process that includes provision of realistic and 
detailed job descriptions and a discussion of organizational culture and goals (Berry, 
2002). People have different talents and characteristics; given sufficient information, 
job applicants will be able to gauge whether their capabilities and personality traits 
would be a good match for a hospitality job. In addition, managers could make 
efforts to better understand job applicants' motives for entering the hospitality 
industry and assign suitable positions to their employees. As a result, employees will 
feel a sense of accomplishment and will learn what they desire to learn from the job. 
They may also come to value look to this as a viable long-term career option.  
      In closing, motives drive people to act and behave in certain ways. 
Hospitality jobs require certain "soft" skills and personality traits for effective work 
performance (Baum, Hearn, and Devine, 2008). Therefore, knowing applicants' work 
motives is the first step in ensuring they will demonstrate the work behaviors and 
attitudes which are expected by customers and desired by management.  
7.  Limitations and further research 
      Similar to all studies, this study has limitations as well. First, females, young 
people, and part-timers were the major respondents, leading to the possibility of 
sample bias. The results of the study are thus representative largely of the opinions 
and viewpoints of part-time young female hospitality employees, and may not be 
generalizable to other populations. Future studies could extend this research model 
by including a more diverse sample population to see if the findings are the same as 
those of this study. Second, this study only examined general motives for working in 
the hospitality industry and related work behaviors and attitudes. Specific motives for 
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working in the hospitality industry may differ based on various job characteristics or 
department culture. Future researchers may wish to further explore employee work 
motives and related work behaviors and attitudes in different segments of the 
industry, in order to learn more about the specific job and organizational 
characteristics which attract employees to those niches of the field. Third, financial 
or monetary factors were not considered and included in this present study when 
investigating individuals' work motives. Therefore, it unknown what effect extrinsic 
motivators, like monetary factors, have on individuals' work motives, work behaviors, 
and attitudes. Future researchers could extend this research model by including 
monetary factors as one extrinsic work motivator to see if there are different findings 
and results.  
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CHAPTER 6. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of hospitality 
employees' work motives on their work behaviors (OCB) and attitudes (job 
satisfaction and OC). Data were collected from hospitality employees working in 
different hospitality segments (e.g., foodservice, lodging, and events) in the United 
States. This chapter presents summaries of results from both qualitative and 
quantitative data, followed by implications of the findings, limitations of the present 
study, and recommendations for future research. 
Summary of Results 
Both interviews and surveys were conducted to address the research 
objectives. First, interviews were conducted and analyzed to see what themes 
emerged. A total of 11 interviews were conducted. All interview participants were 
female and the majority were 23 years old or younger. Just under half (45.5%) of the 
interview participants worked in the lodging industry and just over half (54.5%) 
worked in the foodservice industry. Two (18.2%) interview participants worked in a 
dining room, three (27.3%) at a front desk, one (9.1%) in the kitchen, two (18.2%) in 
housekeeping, and three (27.3%) in both dining room and kitchen. More than half 
(63.7%) had worked for their current employer for one year or less, while 36.4% had 
worked there for more than three years. In terms of hospitality industry experience, 
approximately 73% of the interview participants had more than three years' 
experience and 27.3% had one year of experience or less. Participants were asked to 
describe their perspectives on their current hospitality jobs and on the hospitality 
industry in general. Four themes emerged from the interview data: 1) job itself; 2) 
need for achievement; 3) need for affiliation; and 4) need for power (see Appendix H 
144 
 
 
 
 
and I).   
Taking the four emerged themes as a foundation, a work motive scale, 
consisting of 22 items, was developed. This work motive scale demonstrated its 
reliability through satisfactory internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha > .70) (Hair et 
al., 2010). An instrument composed of the developed scale combined with scales 
adopted from literature was then used for survey data collection. Appendix R shows 
means and standard deviations for all scale items.   
 The survey data were collected from college students in relevant hospitality 
programs at nine universities located in different regions of the United States (Middle 
Atlantic, Midwestern, New England, Pacific Coast, Rocky Mountain, and Southern). 
Survey data (388 usable questionnaires) were analyzed to investigate the 
relationships among work motives, job satisfaction, OC, and OCB. The majority 
(76.5%) of the respondents were female and the average age was 22. A few (5.2%) 
respondents were freshmen and a few (6.4%) were graduate students, while 
sophomores, juniors, and seniors accounted for 16%, 34%, and 38.4%, respectively. 
About 60% of the respondents worked in the foodservice industry, 25.6% worked in 
the lodging industry, and 17.3% worked in some other relevant hospitality industry 
(e.g., event management or recreation). About 53% of the respondents held positions 
which required them to provide service to customers or guests directly (dining room 
or front desk), 9.4% worked backstage (kitchen or housekeeping department) and 
22.8% were in charge of a variety of departments. Most (77%) of the respondents 
worked part-time, and 60% of them had been in their current job for one year or less. 
In terms of hospitality industry experience, approximately 50% of the respondents 
had worked in the industry for two year or less, and the other half (50.4%) of the 
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respondents had been in the industry for two to three years.  
Measurement reliability was tested and the internal consistency of the four 
study variables fell in the range .81 to .94, which is above the suggested value (.70) 
(Hair et al., 2010). Confirmatory factor analysis was used to test the validity of the 
measurement model. A good model fit is indicated by these four measures: 𝜒2/df = 
2.0-5.0, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .95, Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .06, and Standardized Root Mean Residual (SRMR) 
≤ .08 (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980). According to the model fit indices, the first 
measurement model was a good model fit; however, a few standardized factor 
loadings were below the suggested value (± .30) (Hair et al., 2010). Therefore, 
standardized factor loadings lower than .30 were removed from the first 
measurement model. The revised measurement model remained a good model fit and 
the goodness-of-fit indices were: 𝜒2/ df = 1.88, CFI = .968, RMSEA = .048, SRMR 
= .032. Also, all standardized factor loadings were statistically significant (p < .001) 
and acceptable, ranging from .30 to .85 (Kline, 2005). This measurement model is 
therefore valid and reliable based on the evidence of its good model fit indices, 
convergent validity (significant and acceptable factor loadings), and discriminant 
validity (correlations were all less than .85 for each set of the four study variables) 
(Kline, 2005).   
Structural equation modeling was then conducted to test the hypothesized 
theoretical relationships of this study. First, the measures of 𝜒2= 103.327 with df = 
50, p = .000, 𝜒2/ df = 2.07, CFI = .959, RMSEA = .052, and SRMR = .039 indicated 
a good fit of the model (Hair et al., 2010). All path estimates were significant and the 
research objectives were addressed: work motive significantly and positively affected 
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job satisfaction (𝛽 = .50, p < .001); work motives positively and significantly 
influenced OCB (𝛽 = .43, p < .001); job satisfaction significantly and positively 
influenced OC (𝛽 = .83, p < .001); and OC significantly and positively influenced 
OCB (𝛽 = .28, p < .001). The results suggest that work motives have a significant 
influence on hospitality employees' subsequent work behaviors and attitudes.   
Implication of the Findings 
Employee work motives refer to how strongly the employee believes in the 
job and the organization, and these motives affect how they behave and act. Certain 
skills are needed to perform well in a hospitality job where customer-employee 
interaction is especially emphasized; these skills include social abilities, problem 
solving, and leadership skills (Hausknecht & Langevin, 2010). In addition, teamwork 
is a common work style in the hospitality industry and requires a close relationship 
among employees. The findings of this study suggest several practical implications 
for managers. First, employers can evaluate whether applicants or candidates are a 
good fit for service jobs and the hospitality culture by assessing their work motives. 
Through a well-designed selection and hiring process, not only will job applicants 
know if they are a good fit for the hospitality industry, but employers can more easily 
recruit employees whose work values are congruent with hospitality culture and job 
attributes.   
Second, the findings show that work motives positively correlate to job 
behaviors and attitudes. Providing good service quality to customers is critical and is 
a basic job requirement for every hospitality employee. To ensure employees are able 
to do their jobs competently, and even go above and beyond the job requirements if 
necessary, employers need to correctly match positions to individual employees, 
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thereby fulfilling individuals' needs for accomplishment and job satisfaction.   
The findings of this study also contribute to the human resource management 
literature by (a) providing explicit employee perspectives on hospitality jobs and 
hospitality culture through the four themes of the job itself, need for achievement, 
need for affiliation, and need for power, (b) suggesting the work motivation as an 
antecedent to understand or predict employees' job behaviors and attitudes rather 
than as a solution to boost employee morale, and (c) demonstrating the positive and 
strong influence of work motives on job satisfaction and OCB. To encourage positive 
work behaviors and attitudes, several work motivators have been suggested in the 
existing literature; however, the innate characteristics of hospitality jobs are rarely 
mentioned. The findings of this study could be used to focus attention on work 
motives when future researchers investigate organizational behaviors.  
Limitations and Recommendation 
As with any other research, this study has a few limitations. One is the 
possibility of sample bias. The work motives presented in this study and the findings 
of the relationships among work motives, job satisfaction, OC, and OCB were based 
primarily on the perspectives of young, female, entry-level employees. Therefore, the 
findings may not be generalizable to populations such as managers, male hospitality 
employees, or employees over 27 years old. Future research could extend this study 
by including employees with diverse backgrounds to explore similarities or 
differences.   
Second, this study discusses general hospitality culture and job attributes. It 
would be interesting to more thoroughly investigate work motives and see if they are 
distinguished by different hospitality segments and different level positions. This 
148 
 
 
 
 
would further the understanding of the hospitality job characteristics that attract 
individuals to work for, and aid hospitality practitioners in developing more and 
better management practices.  
In addition, monetary factors and other extrinsic motivators were not included 
in this study. Therefore, it is unknown if extrinsic motivators are correlated with 
work behaviors and attitudes. Future researchers could consider including extrinsic 
motivators (e.g. monetary factors) when examining the relationships among 
individuals' work motives, work behaviors, and work attitudes to see if comparable  
results are found . 
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APPENDIX A. HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX B. INTERVIEW CONTACT SCRIPT 
 
 
Hello, my name is Yu-Shan Liu. I am a graduate student in the Hospitality 
Management Program at Iowa State University. Currently, I am researching 
employees’ motives for working in the hospitality industry, and work related attitudes 
and behaviors.  
 
The purpose of this study is to better understand employees’ awareness and 
perceptions of working in the hospitality industry. You are being invited to 
participate in this study because you are a current employee working in the 
hospitality industry (foodservice or lodging segments) 
 
If you agree to participate in this study, your participation will be no more than 60 
minutes in the form of a one-on-one interview. Your participation is strictly 
voluntary and all data are confidential. Only summary data will be used for 
professional presentations and publications.  
 
It is hoped the findings of this study will provide useful information to assist 
hospitality managers in staff-planning processes, including selection, training, and 
retention, to help reduce high turnover rate. 
 
Would you be willing to participate? (if contacting by phone) 
 
(if contacting by an e-mail) 
 
If you are willing to participate, please reply to this e-mail along with potential 
dates/times within these two weeks for the interview; I will be happy to 
accommodate your schedule. I am looking forward to hearing from you soon.  
 
If you have any questions about this study, you could contact one of us at the e-mails 
or phone numbers listed below. Thank you in advance for your support in this study.  
 
Best Regards,  
 
 
Yu-Shan Liu Susan W. Arendt 
PhD. Candidate Associate Professor 
Hospitality Management Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University Iowa State University 
405-334-8986 515-294-7575 
yushan@iastate.edu sarendt@iastate.edu 
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APPENDIX C. INTERVIEW GUIDE 
Title: The Correlation between Work Motives and Organizational Behaviors for 
Hospitality Employees 
Interview Date:_____________    Interview Time:____________ 
Interviewee code:_____________ 
 
Thank you for your participating in this interview. My name is Yu-Shan Liu. I will be 
asking you some questions related to your motives for working at your current job 
and current work place. Before we start, I would like you to take a few minutes to 
read and sign the informed consent form. My university requires this procedure 
before conducting the interview. This document will describe what you can expect 
during the interview, what risks and benefits there are and how the information you 
provide will be kept and used. In addition, please complete a short paper and pencil 
questionnaire for the purpose of demographic information collection. 
 
(After adequate wait time and participant has read through the documents.) 
Do you have any questions regarding the interview or consent form?  
 
I would like to remind you that the information we share here is completely 
confidential. I ask you to please not use your real name or the name of the work place.  
There is no right or wrong answer to the questions. I really appreciate your sincere 
answers. You have the right to refuse to answer any question or leave early for any 
reason during the interview. 
 
1) Tell me about your job duties/responsibilities. 
2) Why did you apply for this job? 
  a. Did you apply for this job because you could work with your friends at the same 
work place? 
3) What motivated you to seek work in the hospitality industry? 
   (I am going to ask you some specific questions about why you chose this   
industry.) 
  a. Did you choose the hospitality industry (or this job) because you had the 
opportunity to interact with others (e.g., co-workers)? (Would you please 
elaborate?) 
  b. Did you choose the hospitality industry (or this job) because you had the 
opportunity to make your own decisions? (Would you please talk more about 
this?) 
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  c. Did you choose the hospitality industry (or this job) because you had the 
opportunity to overcome challenges (physical challenges or mental challenges)? 
(please give me some examples.) 
  d. What other aspects about the hospitality industry (or this job) drew you to it? 
4) What personality traits make you successful at your job? 
  (Those are great you gave some examples about your characteristics. But I would 
like you to talk about your personality traits. For example, I am an outgoing 
person; I am a reliable person (I do things very carefully and seriously.) Or I am a 
conservative. I am introvert.) 
5) Please describe a few enjoyable experiences you have had at this job.  
6) What is your future career goal?  
7) What experiences have you had at this job that help prepare you for your future 
career? 
8) What is it about this job that prevents you from looking for another job? 
  a. How do you demonstrate your commitment to your job? (if time allows, this 
question will be asked) 
9) What other comments about this job would you like to share?  
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APPENDIX D. CONSENT FORM FOR INTERVIEWS 
Title of Study: The Correlation between Work Motives and Organizational 
Behaviors for Hospitality Employees 
Investigators: Yu-Shan, Liu, Ph.D. Candidate and Susan Arendt, Ph.D.   
This is a research study. Please take your time in deciding if you would like to 
participate. Please feel free to ask questions at any time. 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study is to explore employees’ motives for working in the 
hospitality industry. You are being invited to participate in this study because you 
work in the foodservice industry or lodging industry.  
DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES 
If you agree to participate in this study, your participation will require no more than 
60 minutes while we conduct the interview. During the interview you may expect the 
following study procedures to be followed: you will be asked some questions and 
while you are talking, notes will be taken by the interviewer. Questions during the 
interview will ask your perspectives of your work motives and your perceptions of 
your hospitality job.  
A digital recorder will be used to audio record the interview for the purpose of data 
analysis. After the data analysis is complete, the recordings will be destroyed.   
RISKS 
There is no risk from participating in this study.  
BENEFITS 
If you decide to participate in this study there will be no direct benefit to you. It is 
hoped the information gained from this study will increase knowledge about 
recruiting potential employees whose personal values and viewpoints are congruent 
with the hospitality culture, and also benefit operators in designing compensation and 
training policies. This information may contribute to understand work motives in the 
hospitality industry and to the development of future research on employees’ motives 
for working in the hospitality industry.  
COSTS AND COMPENSATION 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study. You will not be 
compensated for participating in this study.   
154 
 
 
 
 
PARTICIPANT'S RIGHTS 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may refuse to 
participate or leave the study at any time. You may skip any questions you do not 
wish to answer and you may stop answering questions at any time. You may decide 
not to participate in the study or leave the study early for any reason and it will not 
result in any penalty.  
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by 
applicable laws and regulations and will not be made publicly available. However, 
federal government regulatory agencies, auditing departments of Iowa State 
University, and the Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews and 
approves human subject research studies) may inspect and/or copy your records for 
quality assurance and data analysis. These records may contain private information.  
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will 
be taken: (1) interview responses will remain completely anonymous and no 
identifiers will be used. You will be assigned a pseudonym which will be used on 
forms and in writing instead of your real name. If the results are published, your 
identity will remain confidential; (2) all data gathered will be kept in a password 
coded computer file. Only the researcher and her major professor are able to access 
the individual data and the research records during the data analysis processes; and (3) 
the interview transcripts will be kept until the data analysis is completed.  
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further 
information about the study contact:  
Yu-Shan Liu, 405-334-8986 
Susan Arendt, 515-294-7575 
If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects, please contact the 
IRB Administrator, 515-294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, 515-294-3115, 
Office of Research Assurances, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa, 50011 
********************************************************************
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PARTICIPANT SIGNATURE 
 
Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the 
study has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the 
document and that your questions have been satisfactorily answered. You will receive 
a copy of the written informed consent prior to your participation in the study. 
 
Participant’s Name (printed)____________________________________________   
    
 
(Participant’s Signature)               (Date)
  
 
 
INVESTIGATOR STATEMENT 
 
I certify that the participant has been given adequate time to read and learn about the 
study and all of their questions have been answered. It is my opinion that the 
participant understands the purpose, risks, benefits and the procedures that will be 
followed in this study and has voluntarily agreed to participate.    
 
 
 
(Signature of Person Obtaining                    (Date) 
Informed Consent) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
156 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX E. INTERVIEW DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview. Your opinions are very 
important.  
 
1) What is your gender?  
___ Female      
___ Male 
  
 
2) What is your age?   
 
I am _______ years old 
 
3) Where are you working at? 
___ Hotel 
___ Restaurant 
___ School 
___ University Dining 
___ Hospital 
___ Others (Please specify)____________ 
 
 
   4)  In which department do you work?  
      ____ Front Desk 
      ____ Housekeeping 
      ____ Food & Beverage 
      ____ Front-of-the House 
____ Kitchen (Back of the House) 
____ Others (Please specify)____________ 
 
     5)  How many hours do you work per week?    
       _______hours/per week  
       
 
   6)  How long have you worked in the hospitality industry? 
___ less than 6 months 
___ 7-12 months 
___ 13-24 months 
___ 25-36 months 
___ more than 36 months 
 
 
 7)  How long have you worked for this current work place?  
     ___ less than 6 months 
       ___ 7-12 months 
       ___ 13-24 months 
       ___ 25-36 months 
       ___ more than 36 months 
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APPENDIX F. INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS PROFILE 
 
 N = 11 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Variables Frequency Percentage (%) 
Gender   
    Female 11 100.0 
Age   
    18-25 years old 8 72.7 
    26-32 years old 2 18.2 
    33-40 years old 1  9.1 
Workplace   
    Hotel 5 45.5 
    Restaurant 2 18.2 
    University Dining 2 18.2 
    Hospital 2 18.2 
Department   
Front Desk 
Housekeeping 
4 
2 
36.4 
18.2 
    Food & Beverage 1  9.1 
    Front-of-the House 2 18.2 
 Back- of-the House 2 18.2 
Work hours/per week   
    10-20 hours/per week 
    21-30 hours/per week 
5 
3 
45.5 
27.3 
   31-40 hours/per week 3 27.3 
Work experience in the hospitality industry   
   Less than 6 months  1  
   7-12 months  2 18.2 
   More than 36 months 8 72.7 
Work experience in the current workplace   
   Less than 6 months  3 27.3 
   7-12 months  4 36.4 
   More than 36 months 4 36.4 
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APPENDIX G. CODES FOR INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 
 
Segments/Department 
Participants' 
Codes 
Position Status 
Interview 
Number 
Hospital 
HO1 Employee Non-student 9 
HO2 Employee Student 6 
Casual dining 
restaurant 
CR2 Employee Student 7 
CR1 Employee Non-Student 3 
University dining 
UD1 Chef Non-student 4 
UD2 Employee Student 1 
Hotel 
Front-desk 
HF1 Employee Student 2 
HF2 Employee Student 5 
HF3 Employee Non-student 8 
Housekeeping 
HK1 Employee Non-student 10 
HK2 Employee Student 11 
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APPENDIX H. CODES AND QUOTATIONS 
 
Codes Quotationsa 
Work location (1) 
-I think the convenience of my job right now is 
very good.  
-I like where I work. 
(2) 
It's (the hotel) close to my home town. 
(5)  
-It's closer to my location. 
-I picked the (name of the hotel) because it was 
closer than the (name of the hotel). 
(6) 
-It's only ten minutes from home. 
(8) 
I was looking for jobs. And saw there's a hotel 
being built near my apartment. 
Work schedule (1) 
-I really like my hours. 
(3) 
-We (the owner and employees)have set schedules 
by semester 
-like you always know when you're gonna be 
working 
-I don't have to work on the weekends unless I 
want. 
(4) 
-I like the hours that I work.  
-It works really with my schedule. 
(6) 
-The job was full time 
-It's the hours. 
(10) 
-It was nice to know that we (housekeepers) could 
work different days. They've (other housekeepers) 
always been real flexible.  
-The flexibility of the hours they (the manager) 
give me. If I need a day off, I've always got 
somebody that'll cover for me. 
Development of 
professional skills and 
knowledge 
(1) 
-Develop my professional skills in the food 
industry 
-I think it's more of like the technical things. Like 
following a recipe, making sure you have enough 
of a certain ingredient. Like kinda tracking your 
product that you have in your kitchen. Food safety 
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regulations.  
-Making sure that everybody's there. That all your 
employees are held accountable.  
-It helped guide me to realize that I need to get to 
know my employees or get to know the people that 
I work with. 
-I wanted to develop my professional skills and my 
professional career. 
-I looked at it as a professional move for me rather 
than me trying to make friends. 
(4) 
-The paperwork actually helps a lot even though it's 
not fun to do and it takes forever. But I've...it helps 
a lot to figure out what you did that night and what 
you went through, what you served and working 
with students and other staff that are older than me, 
like working with students who are younger than 
me.  
-Like working that wide range, it helps me to 
like...learn like different communication skills with 
different people. It'll be easier for me like to 
manage different ages.  
-...taking that leadership role. 
-I like that they (the manager) make sure 
everything's clean and everything's put away. 
Everything's ready to go for the next day. 
(7) 
-I want something that's gonna challenge me to 
improve my skills for my future job. 
- It teaches you everything. 
(8) 
-I just wanted to get experience.  
-...knowing how important communication is 
between all different departments, that's a, probably 
the biggest thing. 
(9) 
-I applied for it for the diet clerk position just to 
learn more about what a dietitian did in a hospital.. 
-... just to kind of gain that...experience 
-...I guess and just to learn more about the food 
service system in general 
- So, like with the job I have now, I have a part in it 
and I kind of, I get the whole picture and that's, I 
really like that about it too. 
-...one of the bigger things that drew me to it was 
just to develop those skills and, you know, able to 
further develop.  
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-...getting to know the food service systems... 
- I've really learned a lot about the different diets 
that patients are prescribed and, um, what they 
(patients) can have on them and what their 
restrictions are... and kind of how to present that in 
a way that...doesn't make the patient feel like 
they're being too restricted or.... HACCP, state food 
safety... really developed all the skills through that. 
-...how to communicate with nurses and doctors. 
-..now I just need that experience. 
(11) 
-...thought it'd just be good to get some experience 
out doing something.... 
-When I first applied, I just wanted experience 
having a job 'cause this was my first job. 
Job rotation (1) 
Every shift I work at a different location within my 
unit 
(3) 
-You could kind of make up your own  
routine and get used to it. 
(10) 
-If we (housekeepers) want to, we can learn front 
desk. 
Variety of tasks (3) 
-There's (the job) always just a lot going on. 
(5) 
-I always keep moving. I'm, so I can still interact 
with them while getting them checked in and 
getting everything taken care of. 
(6) 
....posting menus, looking after our registers in the 
cafeteria, the money side of things as well. 
Invoices, making sure those are getting paid, 
answering room service calls. 
(7) 
-I do a lot of the opening duties with, the cash 
register, making sure everything's set up. I deal 
with our front of house employees such as servers. 
I deal with all customers that walk in. I do 
end-of-night checkouts. I actually serve the wine. I 
balance out at the end of the night. 
-My job is everything. I do everything.  
-How to deal with employees. How to deal with 
customers. How to interact with customers. How to 
deal with money financially. How to deal with like 
planning events. The restaurant industry, you do 
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everything. 
(10) 
-You may have many duties, many different things. 
Promotion opportunity (1) 
-They (the organization) give a lotta responsibility 
to students. 
-You have that opportunity to, you know, be able to 
work with procurement or be a student manager or 
supervisor or work in the office. 
-You have the potential to move up. 
(8) 
-That way when the job in the Sales Department 
became open. I can just "Oh! I already work here. 
Just move me over to that position." 
-I'm ready for a new challenge.  
-If the Sales Department was instantly closed to 
me..I'd be lookin' for another job. 
-So, if I can get that challenge here at the hotel, 
great. 
What the organization could 
do for me for my next job 
(1) 
-It's (the organization) such a big facility 
-They(the organization) have very good references 
-It (the work experiences in the  
organization) looks good on a resume. 
(7) 
-...before I had applied, I heard (the restaurant) was 
really great.  
-They (the restaurant) are considered one of the 
number one best restaurants in Des Moines. It has a 
great reputation. And we're always busy. ...I knew it 
would be a secure position cause of their 
reputation.  
-It's definitely a great place to start and build my 
resume and build my experience.  
-I just applied mostly just because I had heard they 
(the restaurant) were a good business....to build my 
resume. 
Job for social people: 
customers/guests 
(1) 
-I love working with people. 
-I love interacting with my guests and my 
customers. 
-I'm more comforting to people than a lot of other 
people would be. 
-I really like the interaction with guests and 
customer. 
-I would rather prefer a job where I'm always 
interacting with somebody. 
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(2) 
-To interact with people over interacting with like 
food 
-being able to work with people was the biggest 
pull 
-it's really interesting to see the way some people 
react with different situations 
-Being able to work with people and interacting 
with others 
-I can generally care about them (customers). 
-I fell like being able to talk to people is the most 
important part. 
(3) 
-I like moving around and the interaction. 
-It's my time to do like what I like doing and to 
interact with, like customers  
-Helps just to show like that you consistently have 
worked with people. 
-I like serving and it's my time to kind of be on my 
feet and run around and talk to people. 
 
(4) 
-You're working with students 
-at the (name of the organization), you get to see 
you, you get to talk to the students that you're 
serving to.  
-You get a visualization on what you're doing.  
-I'm a people person. 
-...interacting with people.  
-...just interacting with people. 
(5) 
-You can deal with both family as well as business 
people, which is nice combination of the two.  
-Like interacting with the people.  
-I like working with the people.  
-They're (guests) staying in your workplace. You 
have to treat'em like they're stayin in your home. 
You deal with them constantly. 
(6) 
-I definitely grew up working with people. -That 
was a good part of being here (the dietary 
department) in this position is. I talk to them 
(patients) on the phone and that's what I've done at 
a lot of my other jobs being customers service.  
-How to filter the communication coming back to 
you. I think that's a big thing that is helping me 
even in dealing with like the customer service. 
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- So when patients call for a meal, I take those 
calls, talk to the patients, get their orders 
through. .... 
(7) 
-The restaurant is a lot more friendly. You get to 
know your customers a lot better.  
-I'm gonna be able to interact with my, not only my 
employees, but my customers too.  
-The one thing that I absolutely just enjoy about the 
hospitality industry is getting to know your 
customers.  
-You want that interaction with them because then 
you know you're gonna retain those customers.... 
--....the personal relationships that you build. You 
don't have a business unless you're creating a 
relationship with your customers. 
(8) 
-It's very customer service oriented and really. 
-It's still very social. 
-I am talk people all day long. 
-...working with people.  
-I am very much a people person 
(9) 
- I think the interaction with the patients and the 
employees and customers. ...mostly just because 
communication is huge. If you're an effective 
communicator then it just seems like everything 
kind of falls into place or works well, so I think that 
that's one of the most im-, like.. 
- I work with people on a daily basis, but in a, in a 
hospitality service kind of a way, so I think that was 
the biggest thing for me. 
-I really do like the one-on-one with the patients 
and I like the customer service aspect of it. 
(10) 
-I like being around people. 
-I like getting to know people.  
-It's nice. You run into a lotta nice people. 
Problem solving (1) 
-It's easy for me to resolve issues with guests or 
customers than most people. 
(2) 
-I think just in general working with people who 
are upset has been the most important because I 
know how to respond to various situations. 
-I know how to handle them (various situations) on 
my own. 
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(3) 
-We're (the owner and employees) trying to like 
resolve the situation rather than dwell on it. 
(4) 
-Just making sure myself I get things done. 
-There was one time I was supposed to have 
someone help me and they (co-workers) weren't 
able to be there. So I was on my own and we had a 
really big menu that day. It was, we were coming 
right after break so we didn't have any prep done 
before that. 
(5) 
I like to be able to solve the problem myself 
without having to pass it on to someone else. 
(7) 
-If it's a situation or a problem, you need to fix it. 
And you don't always have the time or the staff to 
have somebody else go and do it. So if it falls in 
your lap, you have to be able to ...mold to that and 
to figure out how to fix it. 
Little freedom with the 
job/clean cut-follow certain 
rules/steps/recipe/ingredient
/food safety regulation of 
making and service food 
(1) 
-You kind of have some freedom with the job that I 
have now. 
-You have to follow a lot of guidelines in the food 
industry, I feel like, because food safety is so 
important. So you don't really have a lotta freedom 
to kinda just do what you want.  
-You really have to follow the recipe, follow food 
safety protocols. 
-Whereas in the food industry, I feel like it's more 
clean cut. You have to do it this way. 
(4) 
We don't get free rein of everything. 
(7) 
We'll definitely change something for a customer. 
But when it comes down to it, they (the employees) 
should definitely confront a manager or a higher-up 
person or maybe the boss whether or  not they're 
gonna do something. Because what they do reflects 
on the management and the person who owns the 
restaurant......If it's not a big deal like whether or 
not you can change something in the dish....that's 
stuff that's just kinda like you want the customer to 
have the best experience.......free meal or giving 
them free desert or something like that, you 
definitely have to come and ask the managers 
because first off, we (managers) are the only ones 
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that have a code.... 
(8) 
It's limited in that. It's pretty set what I do. 
(10) 
-We always go to the manager and make sure we 
check with her first.  
-We have the authority to call the police and deal 
with the situation. 
A physical demanding job (1) 
-The job is slightly demanding. 
-You're standing all the time.  
-You have to lift big things. 
(3) 
I do like the physical-ness of the job and when 
we're really busy, sometimes it does get challenging 
just running around like crazy. 
(4) 
-...something (the job)that keeps on me, on my feet 
all day.  
-I prefer moving around, using my hands. 
Required concentration job: 
critical thinking/focus on 
the task/keep my mind 
active 
(1) 
-You have to have your mindset, like I can't be 
thinking about school when I'm doing. 
-You have to be very focused on the task that you're 
on right.  
-You have to use a lot of critical thinking.  
-There's a lotta critical thinking in the job that I 
have now. 
-I think I like it because of the critical thinking.  
-The job allows me to keep my mind active. 
-I think the critical thinking is probably my 
favorite. 
(3) 
-It (the job) would not get boring, but it would just 
be like pretty repetitive. 
(4) 
-And working food and being able to be creative in 
that way.  
-The challenge of finding of making a menu item 
that's not even on the menu...out of the things that 
we have to make up for what we didn't have.  
-Being creative and doing that I like doing that.   
(5) 
I always keep moving. I'm, so I can still interact 
with them while getting them checked in and 
getting everything taken care of. 
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(6) 
-It's a very go go go atmosphere. It's fast paced. 
Things change. I like the challenge.  
-I could be workin' away on a project, let's say that 
my director gives me, and then I'll have someone 
come in. "(name of the participant), I need you to 
do this." You know, "OK. What is it?" "Well, here 
this is it." "OK. When do you need it by?" "Well, in 
ten minutes." So, you have to learn to prioritize. 
OK, well, they (coworkers) need this in ten 
minutes. I've been working on a project for half a 
week. I think this one can wait for two seconds 
while I get the ten-minute thing done. And then I go 
back. So I'm always flipping between stuff and for 
me, I like the mental challenge of that. 
(7) 
-It's challenging to plan on top of another like 
reservation or another like plan that you have going 
on. You're always having to think faster than 
everything's gonna happen to make sure that it runs 
smoothly. ....I guess that's why I, another reason 
why I love the hostpiality industry. When it 
challenges you, you tend to think a little bit more 
on your....tend to generate more ideas and 
thoughts...... 
-You're doing planning all the time. 
-....it (a challenge) just kind of gives you a different 
mentality of what your job is. 
(10) 
-....because they (challenges) keep you goin' from 
day to day, and they keep you thinking. So it 
doesn't get to be boring. It's always something 
different.... 
Learn new things (1) 
-Learn different material 
(4) 
-...teach you new things 
-And working with foods I'd never worked with 
before. 
-...so many different levels that you could work at 
and grow and expand and keep learning. 
- There's so many different levels that you could 
work at and grow and expand and keep learning. 
(6) 
-I think that's why I took it 'cause I knew there 
would be some. Cause I'm not from...originally 
from the food service background. I knew there'd 
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be some new challenges and things. I'd have to 
learn and things...so, for me, that's why I took it. I 
was excited for that. 
-The people who take the food into the rooms. I'd 
like to learn what they do. I'd like to learn the 
details of it. 
-That was a new challenge, a new experience for 
me. I learn lots. 
(9) 
-I've never been in like a food service environment, 
so it was just a totally different environment that I'd 
never been in. I like learning about it. 
(11) 
-I wouldn't mind like learning like how to do a new 
thing 
Influence on 
others(customers/coworkers
) 
(1) 
-I can change people's attitudes. 
-I can influence other people.  
-I like about working in the hospitality industry is 
you can influence people 
-You can influence people in a positive aspects. 
-I'm able to like give them what they need so that I 
have a satisfied customer at the end of the day. 
(2) 
-Make sure that everyone is happy 
-It's always nice to make somebody's day or their 
vacation day that much better 
-I do see it as a challenge to try to make our guests 
happy. 
-Being able to relate to people and make them 
(customers) feel at home 
-I kind of make them feel more at home, that the 
world's a little bit smaller 
-I've definitely been able to figure out what makes 
people happy and know how to work with people 
that are very upset. 
-I think just in general working with people who 
are upset has been the most important because I 
know how to respond to various situations. 
-I know how to handle them (various situations) on 
my own. 
-Being able to make somebody's visit a little bit 
better. 
(3) 
Make sure that they're taken care of. They have a 
good experience at the restaurant. 
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(5) 
-I like making people happy. Like taking care of 
'em(guests). I like making'em(guests) happy. I like 
making their stay away from home enjoyable. 
-If I can get the guest to turn around and to smile. 
-... take an angry guest and make their day better. 
(7) 
-Making people (customers) have like a great 
experience. Making them (customers) enjoy what 
you're doing or what you're provideing for them. 
And it just kinda brings a little bit of joy and 
excitement in me...... 
-You want them (customers) to enjoy what your're 
providing for them the atmosphere, everything. 
So...and I love that. 
(8) 
-....really tryin' to make the guest happy. 
-...my job is to make people happy. 
(9) 
- I think mostly just to help people. And especially 
in a hospital like...the hospitality part of their visit 
is really important. 
- So when they have someone come in and, um, 
talk to 'em about lunch or talk to 'em, you know, 
and...really like get to know them a little bit and 
find out what they want, then...so, i-it makes their 
stay a little better. It makes that part of their day a 
little better. 
-...so I really like the ho-, like helping people part 
of it. 
- Or just making their (patients) day a little better. 
- ....they're (patients) the customer so you wanna 
make them happy. 
-It just makes their (patients) day like a litter better 
if they have somebody to talk to visit with. 
- I guess when you can, um...kinda know what they 
want and what they don't want, and you already, 
you learned that from a previous experiences.... it 
makes you feel good when you can make them 
hap-, like just make them happy. 
(10) 
-I like to make people feel good. 
-Hospitality's about keeping your customer happy 
and helpin' them out. 
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Being able to work on 
school's assignments when 
tasks are done 
(2) 
The ability to do my homework while I'm at work 
is definitely a benefit 
Fine childhood memories of 
the work place 
(2) 
I used to stay at the hotel (name of hotel) when I 
was a little girl. 
(5) 
-My father has been a manager of hotels since I 
was a kid. So I grew up in the hospitality industry. 
-I'm a unique situation, growing up in it. 
Fine compensation (2) 
-They (the job at the hotel) pay generally well 
-every reservation you make at rack rate 
-I get five dollar compensation 
-I am a really good salesperson 
-I'm able to use that to get more compensation 
-Overall would just be the money 
-I can make more money by selling rooms which is 
a big pull for me. So I can actually use skills that I 
know how to, to get a higher salary. 
(4) 
-The pay is kinda nice and you get 
insurance...benefits, a bonus. 
-The pay nice. 
Monetary motivation (3) 
-Some nights you can make really good money. 
-I like having cash. 
-It's nice to have cash. I never go to the ATM. 
(6) 
-...pay and everything like that I wanted. So that 
helped. 
-I have good pay. 
(7) 
-I was losing a job and I needed another one. I 
would need a position that would pretty much pay 
for all my expenses. We (the family)need some 
income that would be able to provide for us. So my 
job, that's why took it.  
-I needed the money... 
(8) 
-I had some savings set aside, and then savings 
kinda ran out. I started working, ah, fast food 
because I just needed some sort of income, some 
sort of revenue. At the same time though, I didn't 
quite like it that much at all. 
-...it was just I needed a job 
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(10) 
-...basically because I needed a job. 
(11) 
-I was just outta high school and I wanted a job. 
-I'm eighteen! I wanna make some money! 
-I just wanted a job when I applied. 
-I think I just wanted a job when I applied here. 
Easy job/low-stress job (2) 
-The job is not difficult to do at all 
-It's a low-stress job 
(5) 
It's a bit less pressure. 
Need to take responsibility (2) 
-There's only one person working the shift 
-Having the responsibility. So I will have the hotel 
to myself. I will be the only person there running an 
entire hotel. So having that responsibility that I am 
the one that has to fix it has....it's definitely been an 
eye opener. 
(3) 
-I'm normally in charge of like training all the 
servers 
(4) 
-I have a higher authority 
-...if I am preparing something and I do need help, I 
like to make sure I'm telling them (student 
employees) what to do right. ...so I'd be kinda 
dominant. 
-...just me told'em (student employees) what to do 
so that was kinda nice to...bein' able to be on my 
own and show'em what to do and get it all done. 
-...to like, helping students like get things done and 
showing them culinary techniques that they didn't 
even know.  
-I'm in a venue by myself and directing the students 
that I get to help me or directing.... 
(5) 
-I'll take care of the hotel as well as the guest which 
is part of why I like the job. 
(7) 
It's more like my boss expects me to take control to 
deal with situations. So like it definitely has pushed 
me to deal more with the problems....like customer 
issues or employee issues. 
(11) 
-I supervise like on the weekends. Like I'm the only 
supervisor here. 
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Challenge of dealing with 
difficult 
customers/guests/coworkers 
(2) 
-People can be very, very rude because as a front 
desk person ...everybody comes to me 
-They let out their anger to the first person they see 
-I've been called a lot of foul names.  
-I've ended up crying at work before 
-They (customers) feel like, it's the front desk, it's 
not a manger, they're (front-desk employees) 
very...I (a customer)don't have to respect them 
(front-desk employees). 
-I do see it as a challenge to try to make our guests 
happy. 
(3) 
-Sometimes there could be customers that just, 
aren't the nicest. 
-We have a lot of people from like Europe and 
stuff. Sometimes like they're tipping things are 
different. They're just a little more difficult 
sometimes, or language barriers. 
-Dealing with difficult customers 
(4) 
-...some of them (student employees) don't like to 
listen to what you're directing them to do, and that 
becomes a challenge and they don't really like to 
listen to me sometimes. 
-...we get students that come in at the beginning of 
the semester, who have no idea ...what any you 
know, what any cooking is or what any of the 
equipment is. So it's stressful. 
(5) 
-...a lot of that weight is still on the front desk staff 
because the person still left angry. We get a lotta 
pressure from the guests. 
(6) 
-I think in any secretarial or administrative 
position, you have to learn each person individually 
because you can't approach someone the same way.  
- So for me, the not-fun part would be sometimes 
saying something to the guys, even though I know 
it's in complete honesty and you know, they're not 
gonna get upset with me, but saying something to 
them that I know someone else would not want me 
to say because they know it was wrong of them. 
Sometimes that's hard. 
(7) 
-I am a younger manager....we have a older staff. 
And most of them are older than me by like twenty 
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years. ......I'm one to respect my elders. But in this 
case, it's more like they have to respect me because 
I'm their higher authority.........staff is always a 
challenge for me because you're always...people are 
always questioning. You have those different 
personalities that are always challenging...... 
-....another thing that's challenging is, when you 
have customers that come in and think that they're 
really important.  
-It's always kinda challenging to quote time too 
because people will call you like, "Well, how long 
of a wait it's gonna be in an hour?" 
(8) 
-One of the biggest challenges, somethin' I kind of 
still struggle with a little bit...is when guests are 
upset.  
-That's probably has been a big emotional challenge 
of OK.....knowing it's not me. 
(9) 
- ...there's a lot of different languages... it's really 
hard to communicate. 
- I guess one other limitation is that I'm a college 
student..... to manage them, it's really challenging 
just because...I don't know. I feel like I look up to 
them because they're older than me. But at the same 
time I have to be their manager, so it's challenging. 
(10) 
-They'll (customers) say how rude people were or 
how the rooms were dirty. It's challenging to go 
back and think who that customer was and was 
there something we did wrong to them. 
(11) 
-...supervising is a bit of a challenge because I'm 
really bad at being firm with people. 
Gratification from 
customers' satisfaction of 
the services 
(2) 
-Just having them (customers) say, "Oh, my 
goodness. -This hotel is beautiful. The staff is nice, 
and we (customers) just had an incredible time." 
That makes my day that they had a good time at our 
hotel. That makes me (the employee) really proud. 
(3) 
-I was always their server 
-They (the constant customers) would just have me 
just pick out whatever I thought they'd (the constant 
customers)want to eat that..... 
-It was just fun that they (the constant 
customers)like trusted. They (the constant 
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customers)had the same taste as me obviously in 
food. 
-They(the constant customers) trusted whatever I 
was going to put in front of 'em. 
(5) 
-... take an angry guest and make their day better. 
It's really rewarding. 
-...he (a guest) told my manager that I was probably 
one of the best people....he's ever had to deal with, 
that he felt very taken care of, that this place was 
wonderful, that if he ever found out they fired me 
for any reason they track him down which was 
really nice to be acknowledged like.  
-...guests start to get to know you. 
-You become an identity, a face that people 
recognize. And so, it can only get better. 
(7) 
-I have a tone of people that just know me by name. 
And I love having customers come in and they 
know me, and they come hug me....or they can 
bring me things. It's just kind of.....that's exciting to 
me.... 
-...you know that because they're just like 
afterwards when they're about to leave, they're like 
"Ohhhh! Thanks so much!" And they'll hug you. I 
mean they come over and hug you or shake hands 
or like call you by name or, you know, and those 
are fun experiences because it makes you feel like 
you're needed. 
(8) 
-That's (make people happy) very enjoyable, and 
it's very rewarding.  
-That (make sure everything's taken care of for 
them (guests) is just...that's very rewarding for me.  
-....And they (guests) always thank me for 
remembering who they are...... 
(9) 
-...working with the...is just when they (patients) 
like say thank you and you know, like that's so 
rewarding. ...They (the patients) will look forward 
to their lunch being ordered because it's like their 
highlight of their day....so that's really nice to know 
that you can be that person for someone. 
(10) 
-We get a lotta people that'll open the doors and go 
like, "Oh, my God! This room is so nice. It makes 
me feel good knowing that I cleaned that room or 
175 
 
 
 
 
somebody, you know, one of my staff cleaned that 
room. And they (customers) enjoy it.  
- ...they (customers) make your day for you 
sometimes. 
(11) 
-It's really nice when we have like a guest come in 
and they really enjoyed staying here. Like, they're 
like, "Ah, the room was so clean. And everybody 
was so nice." "And I'm definitely coming back." 
And that feels good....so I like that about it. 
-...when you (employees) have somebody 
(customers) leave that's happy with what you did, 
then that, I think ...you accomplished your goal. 
Overwhelming (2) 
Just overwhelming 
Being humble (2) 
-You (as a front-desk employee) need to take a step 
back and realize that you're not the number one 
person. 
-Where you have to put your pride aside. 
Person-job fit (2) 
I feel like hospitality is not something for everyone. 
(3) 
-You have to be the right kind of person. - I had like 
experience working with customer.Takes the right 
person to be able to work with customers 
-I think the hospitality industry is a good industry 
to work in if you're the right person. But you also 
have to be able to kind of sacrifice like your time. 
(5) 
-It's (the front-desk job) not for everyone. 
-It takes a certain type of personality to be able to 
work in a hospitality industry. 
(8) 
-You have to care about people. And you have to 
genuinely care about people. 
-...if you enjoy being with people, then your guests 
are gonna make you happy. 
Flexible management style (3) 
-We (the employees)get to make a lot of our own 
decisions at this place 
-Do things how you (the employees) wanna do'em, 
as long as it works. 
-Like you (the employees) get do whatever you're 
comfortable with. 
-They (the employees) find a way that works better 
for them. 
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-They're (the owner) very flexible 
-They just have a really good system set up 
-I like the management so much. 
(4) 
-They (the managers) let us make our own 
decisions on what we wanna do to substitute. They 
let us use our best judgment on how to instruct the 
students and the best way to like get the manu 
items done.  
-You make the decisions on how you want things 
set up. How you wanta do the recipe that you want. 
So if you have your better judgment.  
-The...making your own decisions... 
-...it makes me feel more an authority. I guess that I 
can tell people what to do. I kinda like that one's 
probably more important for me. 
-...making my own decisions. 
(5) 
-I do very much enjoy being able to make my own 
decisions and handle situations without having to 
double check everything I'm doing. 
(7) 
-It (the management style) just really depends on 
the situation.  
-....when you have a smaller business, you can 
connect better with the customers. You're really 
showing them hospitality.  
-I'm more specifically like the atmosphere of 
smaller businesses. 
Unexpected 
things/customers/no 
repetitive  
(3) 
-It's not that you don't know what you're gonna 
expect, but you always have different customers 
- It would not get boring, but it would just be like 
pretty repetitive. 
-You don't really know what to expect, then it 
(dealing with difficult customers) adds a little bit of 
change 
-You're still working with customers and you still 
like have the unexpected. Like you don't know 
what kind of attitude they're gonna have and how 
they're gonna react to things 
-You're still working with customers and you still 
like have the unexpected. Like you don't know 
what kind of attitude they're gonna have and how 
they're gonna react to things. 
-I don't like standing still and just doing the same 
thing over and over. 
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(8) 
-...you just never know like what people are going 
through. 
(10) 
It's meeting different people and doing different 
things and helpin' take care of their needs. 
Fun industry (3) 
It's (the hospitality industry) a hard industry, but it's 
fun. 
(8) 
-That would be a lotta fun. 
Confidence in the job 
success 
(4) 
-I found out I was good at it and kept doing it and 
kept growing .....I found the job that I would stay in 
and just have been continuing it.  
-I have been cooking since I was like fifteen... 
(5) 
-This (the front-desk job) is the best that I'm suited 
at.  
-I'm very good at it (the front-desk job). 
-I'm comfortable in it (the front-desk job).  
-It's (the front-desk job) something I'm comfortable 
with. 
(6) 
-I knew, too, for myself that I would fit in... 
-This is kind of where I fit in best. 
(8) 
-"Well, I can be nice to people." "I can do customer 
service. I can do that." 
-...I know exactly what's going on, I 'm in control. I 
like that's my...it's my little area. 
(11) 
..that sounded like something I could do so.. 
Gained a strong sense of 
accomplishment 
(4) 
-just really proud of myself that I did it by 
myself.... 
-You can tell that they've (student employees) 
grown and they know what they're doing and 
versus, you know, how many weeks ago at the 
beginning of the semester, they had no idea what 
even a blender was or what a mixer and all that 
stuff like that. It's kinda like cool to see that you're 
actually teaching other people things, your 
knowledge, sharing your knowledge and what you 
like to do. 
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Diverse job options in the 
hospitality industry 
(4) 
-...there's diverse options. I guest, at where do you 
work like, cause if your're working at a hotel versus 
working at a restaurant it's different. But they're 
still the hospitality industry. 
-You could still be working with food but you're, 
you have so many options. There's some variations 
and different types of jobs you can do. 
(7) 
That's the cool thing about our industry is there's so 
many different opportunities. You have so many 
opportunities.  
(8) 
I could go anywhere in the world and do 
this....that's definitely a big plus or bonus, in my 
mind. That like I could ....And there are hotels 
everywhere in the world. ....where there's a hotel, I 
can get a job. 
Learning from others 
(coworkers/managers) 
(1) 
-I've learned a lot from them (supervisors and 
chefs) professionally wise. 
-It's really helped me develop professionally in the 
food industry. 
-I'm always learning with them. 
-They're (the management team) very open to me 
asking questions and I've developed a lot with them 
(the management team). 
(4) 
Their (the managers) respect for each other. And 
their willingness, like if I have a question, that 
they're going to help. 
(6) 
-I have a great team for help and support if I get 
stuck. 
-I had some good teachers. I had clear direction and 
things like that.  
-I think it's just making me a better person. I'm 
learning more, how to process just even 
information or direction from different types of 
people. Everyone has a different way of...I'm 
learning....and it's fun because everyone's so 
different. 
-I'm learning how to process people and how to talk 
to them, I guess. How to deal with them 
(coworkers). 
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Taking management team as 
a role model 
(1) 
-I like my management team a lot. They're really 
helped me develop my professional career. 
The 
organization/owners/manag
ers /coworkers are 
concerned 
(1) 
They (the organization) were so concerned and they 
support your education. 
(3) 
-(the owner)Take care of everything  
-They (the owner) really care about their 
employees. 
(4) 
The people (co-workers) are really nice and they 
(co-workers) really help you get along. 
Managers are 
understandable and lenient 
(2) 
My bosses were really lenient that, as long as 
everything is done, I can finish my own things 
(6) 
I have a really good relationship with our managers 
here. I feel like I do anyways. And I can walk into 
their office and just state my mind and walk out. 
And they have gotten to know me. I've gotten to 
know them. They know when I'm kidding. They 
know when I'm serious. 
(10) 
-Even though I'm their manager, I don't want them 
to feel like they're less than me because they're not. 
I can jump in and do the same job they do... 
Weak relations with 
coworkers 
(2) 
I don't really see them (co-workers) outside of work 
so I never care. 
Keep good relations with 
coworkers/owners(as a 
family) 
(3) 
-They (the owner) were just really good people to 
work for. 
-There's like no turnover unless someone graduates. 
-They've (the owner) always ...when I first started 
there, we (the owner and employees) used to sit, 
after each shift, and they would, we would like eat 
meals together like family style. 
-They (the owner) really get like involved with our 
like families and our lives.  
-I just enjoy the family. 
-I've just always stuck around with them (the 
owner) and helped them when they needed it. 
-It's even better because I like the owners. 
-It's not even like going to work. 
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(4) 
-Your coworkers are a huge thing that make 
you...enjoy your job. 
(5) 
-Interacting with the coworkers is really nice cause 
they kind of enjoy the same things I do. 
-Just interacting with'em (coworkers)is, I feel, 
enjoyable. Talking to'em.  
-....just basic interactions is always enjoyable. 
(8) 
-...a couple years ago I was in a Christmas 
production at my church. And so, like bunch of 
coworkers surprised me and all came out to what 
me as, I was performing on stage. And that was 
very endearing and very heartwarming.  
-I went to one of my former manager's weddings.... 
Good relations with 
coworkers 
(5) 
-I very much enjoy my coworkers. It was like 
family.  
-I get along with a lot of 'em (coworkers). A lot of 
'em are my age, which is really nice. 
-Very friendly people.  
-We have a lot in common.  
-I've met a lotta coworkers who just are very nice, 
very friendly people. 
(6) 
-I like the people I work with.  
-...the people I work with are great people.. 
(7) 
-It's more like a family feel.  
-It's more of a family like the employees feel more 
like they're a family than they do fell like they're 
employees.  
-I had employees that would come and they would 
ask for me. And they would give me little gifts or 
something. 
-Cause it's not just a job then. It's more of a second 
home. 
-I don't have any issues with any of the employees. 
Some of them are a pain in my butt, but I try to 
make sure that I always have a ...I try to make sure 
that I know them at a personal level but also, at the 
same time, at a professional level..... 
-It's more of a family feel. 
-It's one of those things where like you know 
everybody. You know every employee in that 
building. And you talk to them all. And you build 
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that relationship. And I like that. The family aspect 
of the business. 
(9) 
-We are pretty much a family. And we all do get 
along really well. 
(10) 
-We (the housekeepers) have a lot of fun on the job.  
-We (the housekeepers) care about other people 
(coworkers).  
-We're (the housekeepers) always laughing and 
joking.  
-The people that work here are great. 
-I love working with everybody (co-workers). We 
have a blast. The manager is great.  
-I think the biggest thing is that I just love 
everybody here (the hotel). 
(11) 
-I really....I like the people that I work with like 
right now. 
-I like the people I work with.  
-It's like I like the people here. 
Good work environment (3) 
-It's just a very nice place to work. 
-I just enjoy the family and the environment. 
(4) 
-...to have all that help.... 
-...they (student employees) were all really helpful 
and I just started talking... 
-...like the people I work with. I like a lot. Like they 
(supervisors)have a lotta respect for other people 
and their coworkers. And they're (supervisors) 
willing to help whenever I need it or anybody else 
needs it.  
-The students are always willing to help do 
whatever they can. 
(6) 
-I heard that the managers and stuff were great to 
work for in this department. 
-It's great to work in this department 
-It's a good place to work. It's good people. 
-We're trying to make more of a fun atmosphere at 
work, a more of a team-oriented department too. 
I'm pretty proud of that, just getting the committee 
up and running. I think people are enjoying it.  
-I like the (name of the organization). 
(9) 
-I just like being in that environment. 
182 
 
 
 
 
Stay with the owners (3) 
-Just be with people that I've worked with forever. 
Be trusted (3) 
-I've just been around  there so long that they trust 
me, and they know that I know how to do all this 
stuff on the computer and stuff for, if they need to 
go outta town, then they (the owner)know I'm 
around. 
(5) 
They (the manager) have a level of trust I'll take 
care of the hotel as well as the guest. 
(10) 
-...she (the manager) trusts our judgment and she 
knows we can get done what we need to get done to 
make the hotel run. 
Reliable/trusting (1) 
I am reliable. 
(4) 
-I like to get things done, and I like to make sure 
that they're (student employees) done right. 
(11) 
-I would say I'm pretty reliable. 
-I'm fairly dependable. 
Openness (1) 
I'm so open to people that they open up to me. 
(4) 
I'm very open-minded. I'm not stubborn. 
Outgoing (1) 
I am outgoing. 
(4) 
I am outgoing. I don't have a problem meeting 
people or talking to people at all. 
(5) 
I'm very outgoing. ....very upbeat, very happy. 
(7) 
I like to be outgoing because the more I'm go, 
outgoing to, um, customers and employees, the 
better of a night it is for me. And the more excited I 
am about my job. 
(8) 
-I'm fairly outgoing. 
-..in the parameters of work, I can be very 
outgoing...... 
(9) 
-I'm an outgoing person...I can be outgoing, I guess. 
(10) 
I'm outgoing more. 
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Politeness (2) 
I am very polite 
Don't argue (2) 
-I don't argue 
-I don't like to push work on other people 
-I think that on top of just being generally a nice 
person 
You cannot always be right. 
-Not arguing, not having to feel prideful of 
yourself, is a big one. 
(5) 
-The ability to swallow pride is a big one when 
you're getting yelled at or someone wants 
something. It's you have to swallow your own 
pride. 
Extrovert (2) 
-I'm generally extroverted 
-I'm not very shy at all 
-I can make conversation with strangers. 
Introvert (3) 
-I'm probably more introvert than outgoing. 
-I don't really like socialize 
-I'd probably be more introvert 
(4) 
I'm kinda shy. 
(9) 
-I'm introvert. 
(11) 
I was really shy. 
Attentive (3) 
I am attentive. 
(8) 
-Like that's my personality to make sure people 
take care. And I've been one of ....one time my 
coworkers called me, ah, Momma Bear.........I'm 
very protective of my people. 
(9) 
-I'm a very caring person too. 
Friendly (4) 
If you can say friendly. 
(7) 
-My personality is friendly.  
-My personality, I would say is friendly. 
(10) 
I'm friendly 
(11) 
I'm fairly friendly. 
184 
 
 
 
 
Serious (4) 
-I take my work kind of seriously. 
-...the cooking is the thing that I care the most 
about. 
(6) 
-I take my work seriously, but I still have fun. I 
know when to be serious and when not to be.  
-Do my job. Do the best I can. 
(7) 
Every aspect of a workplace that I've ever worked 
at, I wanted to do my best in. I wanna put all effort 
in. 
(11) 
-I try to get like...my work done within a timely 
fashion. 
A team personality type (4) 
I'm, work well with others. I work really well in a 
team situation. 
Positive (5) 
Positive personality 
Easygoing (10) 
I'm always easygoing with them (housekeepers). 
a The number in parentheses indicates interview number 
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Chance to 
learn new 
things  
Diverse job 
options in the 
hospitality 
industry 
Development of 
professional 
skill/knowledge 
Organization 
can prepare me 
for my next 
job 
Unexpected 
things/tasks 
Easy 
job/low 
-stress job 
Work on school 
assignments when 
tasks are done 
Convenient 
work 
location 
Flexible 
work 
schedule 
Job 
rotation 
Variety 
of tasks 
    Job itself 
Job will enable me to develop 
for my future career.  
Job offers varied tasks 
and flexible work style 
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Gratification from 
customers' 
satisfaction with 
the service  
Need to take 
responsibility  
Concentration required for 
job: critical thinking/focus 
on the task/keep my mind 
active 
Challenge of 
dealing with 
difficult 
customers/guests
/coworkers  
Need for 
achievement 
Recognition of personal 
performance 
Opportunities to face job-related 
challenges and take on additional 
responsibilities 
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Desire to maintain good 
relations with managers or 
coworkers 
Enjoyment of a 
stable relationship 
A climate where employees 
are encouraged and valued 
Good work 
environmen
t 
Management 
team serves 
as positive 
role model 
to me 
Stay with 
owners 
Keep good personal 
relations with 
coworkers/owners  
Good relations 
with coworkers 
Learn 
from 
others 
Trusted by 
manager 
Organization
/owners/ 
coworkers 
are 
concerned  
Managers are 
understanding 
and lenient  
Need for 
affiliation 
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Leading or engaging with others 
Becoming empowered 
Influence 
on others 
Job involves a lot of 
social activities 
Flexible 
management style 
Problem 
solving 
Need for 
power 
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APPENDIX K. AMOUNT OF QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION 
 
Names  
of 
Universities 
Geographic 
regions 
Number  
of requested 
Number 
of sent 
Number 
of 
returned 
Number 
of usable 
School A New 
England 
75 75 55 40 
School B 
Midwestern 
States 
211 211 164 148 
School C 
Southern 
States 
30 35 18 18 
School D Middle 
Atlantic 
30 35 22 13 
School E Midwestern 
States 
10 10 10 10 
School F 
Pacific 
Coast States 
40 45 52a 44 
School G 
Southern 
States 
120 120 106 86 
School H 
Rocky 
Mountain 
States 
38 40 30 22 
School I Midwestern 
States 
16 20 8 7 
Total 571 591 465 388 
Overall valid response rate    65.65%   
    Note: a The instructor at School F printed some questionnaires when the    
    questionnaires provided ran out for distribution. Therefore, the questionnaires  
    returned are more than provided.  
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APPENDIX L. COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PILOT 
STUDY - THE FIRST PHASE 
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APPENDIX M. PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATION FORM 
 
1. How long did it take you to fill out the questionnaire? 
  ______minutes 
 
2. Were the statements clear and understandable?  
         Yes              No 
 
If no, please indicate the question number and what needs to be clarified.  
Question Number Clarification 
  
  
  
  
 
3. Were the scales understandable?  
        Yes               No 
 
If no, please suggest what could be done to make the scales be more understandable. 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. Overall, what suggestions do you have to make the questionnaire better?  
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
____________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX N. COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PILOT 
STUDY - THE SECOND PHASE
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APPENDIX O. INSTRUCTIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION 
AND RETURN 
 
Dear ___________,  
 
This instruction is prepared to provide a guideline on how to distribute questionnaires 
to students in your class. This is to ensure that the students selected can provide 
sufficient information to answer the research objectives.  
 
Student selection criteria 
 
 Please invite students who are current or former hospitality employees to 
participate in this study. The students must have work experiences in the 
hospitality industry (i.e., foodservice or lodging; part-time or full-time)  
 
Questionnaire distribution to students 
 
(1) Your help is needed after you receive the questionnaire packet. Please pass 
the questionnaire to students who meet the criteria in your class at your 
convenience. 
 
(2) Students who participate in this study should receive only one questionnaire.  
Please ask your students to return and place their completed questionnaires in 
the prepaid A-4 sized envelope provided by the researcher. Your help is 
needed to seal the prepaid A-4 sized envelope and mail it back to the 
researcher before April 26, 2013. 
 
 (3) If you would like to give extra credit to students who participate in this study, 
please print a class list for the participants to check off their name as they 
return their questionnaires. Please give extra credit accordingly based on the 
list. This was the method approved by ISU's IRB to ensure that questionnaires 
are anonymous and confidential. 
 
 
If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me. Thank you for your 
kind assistance. 
 
.  
Best Regards,  
 
 
Yu-Shan Liu Susan W. Arendt 
PhD. Candidate Associate Professor 
Hospitality Management Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University Iowa State University 
405-334-8986 515-294-7575 
yushan@iastate.edu sarendt@iastate.edu 
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APPENDIX P. QUESTIONNAIRE SECOND FOLLOW-UP LETTER 
 
Dear __________,  
 
I am glad to hear you received the packet containing questionnaires for your students 
that we mailed it about few weeks ago. If you have distributed the questionnaires to 
your students please accept our sincere gratitude. If you have not had time to 
distribute the questionnaires, we seek your help to distribute the questionnaires as 
soon as possible as we would like to receive the completed questionnaires back by 
April 26, 2013. Again, we really appreciate your assistance.  
 
If you have questions about the research, you may contact us at the e-mails or phone 
numbers listed below. Thank you in advance for your support in this study. 
 
Best Regards,  
 
 
Yu-Shan Liu Susan W. Arendt 
PhD. Candidate Associate Professor 
Hospitality Management Hospitality Management 
Iowa State University Iowa State University 
405-334-8986 515-294-7575 
yushan@iastate.edu sarendt@iastate.edu 
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APPENDIX Q. PERMISSION OF USING THE SIX-STAGE SEM PROCESS 
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APPENDIX R. MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ALL SCALE 
ITEMS 
 
Variables Items Means Std. 
deviations 
Work motives  5.57 1.00 
Job itself  5.67a 1.01 
 I applied for my current hospitality 
job because... 
  
 1. ... I wanted to develop my  
    professional skills.  
5.70 1.60 
2. ... I wanted to develop my    
    knowledge.  
6.04 1.33 
3. ... It would help me develop for  
    my future career.  
5.96 1.58 
4. ... the type of job suits me.  5.58 1.44 
5. ... the work schedule suits me.  5.26 1.61 
6. ... the work location is convenient.  5.46 1.55 
Need for achievement  5.48bc 1.13 
 1. ...I would have promotion  
   opportunities.  
4.75 1.82 
2. ... It satisfies me to make  
    customers/ guests happy.  
6.20 1.15 
3. ... I would feel satisfied when I  
    deal with difficult situations.  
5.49 1.48 
4. ... I would have a chance to  
    challenge myself.  5.43 1.59 
5. ... the type of job would enable me  
    to keep my mind active. 
5.54 1.42 
6. ... the type of the job is not boring.  5.43 1.56 
Need for affiliation 5.54 1.21 
 1. ... I wanted to work in a good  
    environment. 
5.72 1.43 
2. ... I wanted to learn from my  
    coworkers. 
5.41 1.49 
3. ... I wanted to have good  
    relationships with my coworkers.  
5.65 1.43 
4. ... I wanted to be trusted by my  
    coworkers.  
5.73 1.45 
5. ... I wanted my coworkers to be  
    understanding.  
5.16 1.51 
Need for power  5.55 1.12 
 1. ... I wanted to engage others.  5.60 1.40 
2. ... I wanted to influence others. 5.12 1.52 
3. ... I wanted to feel accomplished. 5.84 1.39 
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4. ... I preferred a flexible management  
    style.  
5.42 1.46 
5. ... I wanted to take responsibility.  5.82 1.38 
Job 
satisfaction 
 
2.02 .54 
Work on present job  2.30d .70 
 1. Fascinating 1.46 1.43 
2. Satisfying 2.60 .98 
3. Good 2.82 .71 
4. Exciting 2.15 1.32 
5. Rewarding 2.36 1.20 
6. Uninteresting 2.43 1.13 
Pay   1.69e .98 
 1. Barely live on income 1.57 1.44 
2. Bad 2.18 1.29 
3. Comfortable 2.03 1.38 
4. Well paid 1.09 1.41 
5. Enough to live on 1.70 1.45 
6. Underpaid 1.61 1.46 
Opportunities for promotion 1.54f .98 
 1. Good opportunity for promotion 1.58 1.45 
2. Opportunities somewhat limited 1.14 1.43 
3. Dead-end job 2.23 1.25 
4. Good chance for promotion 1.53 1.43 
5. Fairly good chance for promotion 1.79 1.41 
6. Regular promotions 1.00 1.34 
Supervision   2.26g .80 
 1. Praises good work 2.37 1.19 
2. Tactful 2.12 1.31 
3. Influential 2.08 1.33 
4. Up to date 2.21 1.26 
5. Annoying 2.17 1.29 
6. Knows job well 2.60 .97 
Coworkers  2.26h .79 
 1. Boring 2.63 .96 
 2. Slow 2.28 1.22 
 3. Responsible 2.46 1.09 
 4. Smart 2.35 1.17 
 5. Lazy 1.99 1.36 
 6. Frustrating 1.85 1.38 
Organizational Commitment 4.06 .73 
Affective organizational commitment  4.40ij 1.11 
 1. I would be very happy to spend the 
rest of my career with this 
organization. 
3.22 2.02 
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2. I enjoy discussing my organization 
with people outside it.  
4.83 1.65 
3. I really feel as if this organization's 
problems are my own. 
3.79 1.82 
4. I think that I could easily become as 
attached to another organization as I 
am to this one.  
4.92 1.56 
5. I do not feel like part of the family at 
my organization.  
4.90 1.67 
6. I do not feel emotionally attached to 
this organization. 
4.52 1.77 
7. This organization has a great deal of 
personal meaning for me.  
4.21 1.72 
8. I do not feel a strong sense of 
belonging to my organization.  
4.82 1.69 
Continuance organizational commitment 3.63 1.12 
 1. I am not afraid of what might happen   
if I quit my job without having another 
one lined up.  
3.90 2.01 
2. It would be very hard for me to leave 
my organization right now, even if I 
wanted to.  
3.64 1.81 
3. Too much in my life would be 
disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave 
my organization now.  
3.45 1.85 
4. It wouldn't be too costly for me to 
leave my organization now.  
4.05 1.85 
5. Right now, staying with my 
organization is a matter of necessity as 
much as desire.  
3.87 1.81 
6. I feel that I have too few options to 
consider leaving this organization.  3.39 1.70 
7. One of the few serious consequence 
of leaving this organization would be  
the scarcity of available alternatives.  
3.39 1.73 
8. One of the major reason I continue to 
work for this organization is that 
leaving would require considerable 
personal sacrifice-another organization 
may not match the overall benefits I 
have here.  
3.38 1.73 
Normative organizational commitment  4.18k .78 
 1. I think that people these days move 
from company to company too often.  
4.35 1.52 
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2. I do not believe that a person must 
always be loyal to his or her 
organization.  
4.80 1.74 
3. Jumping from organization to 
organization does not seem at all 
unethical to me.  
4.17 1.64 
4. One of the major reasons I continue to 
work for this organization is that I 
believe that loyalty is important and 
therefore feel a sense of moral 
obligation to remain.  
4.51 1.41 
5. If I got another offer for a better job 
elsewhere I would not feel it was right 
to leave my organization. 
3.10 1.61 
6. I was taught to believe in the value of 
remaining loyal to one organization 
4.14 1.51 
7. Things were better in the days when 
people stayed with one organization 
for most of their career. 
3.87 1.44 
8. I do not think that wanting to be a 
company man or company woman is 
sensible anymore. 
4.41 1.39 
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) 5.68 .78 
OCB toward internal customers 5.74 .92 
 1. I help others who have been absent.  5.71 1.27 
 2. I help others who have heavy 
workloads.  
5.86 1.20 
 3. I assist supervisor with his/her work 
(when not asked).  
5.57 1.35 
 4. I take time to listen to co-workers' 
problems and worries. 
5.70 1.25 
 5. I go out of way to help new 
employees.  
5.82 1.15 
 6. I take a personal interest in other 
employees.  
5.54 1.26 
 7. I pass along information to 
co-workers. 
5.90 1.11 
OCB toward organization   5.60lmn .96 
 1. My attendance at work is above the 
norm.  
6.03 1.23 
 2. I give advance notice when unable 
to come to work.  
6.22 1.14 
 3. I take underserved work breaks.  5.39 1.74 
 4. I spend a great deal of time with 
personal phone conversations. 
5.74 1.73 
 5. I complain about insignificant things 
at work. 
5.18 1.74 
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Note: a One of the work motives－job itself－was rated differently across employees 
at different work places (F = 3.625, P = 0.006). b One of the work motives－need for 
achievement－was rated differently across employees at different work places (F = 
3.093, P = 0.016). c Need for achievement was rated differently across employees' 
different work hours per week (F = 2.376, P = 0.038). d Employees' satisfaction with 
work on present job was rated differently across employees at different work places 
(F = 3.025, P = 0.018). e Employees' satisfaction with pay was rated differently 
across employees' work length at current work place (F = 3.904, P = 0.02). f 
Employees' satisfaction with opportunities for promotion was rated differently across 
employees' work length at current work place (F = 2.537, P = 0.028). g Employees' 
satisfaction with supervision was rated differently across employees' work length at 
current work place (F = 2.598, P = 0.025).h Employees' satisfaction with coworkers 
was rated differently across employees at different work places (F = 5.230, P = 
0.000). i One type of organizational commitment－affective organizational 
commitment－was rated differently across employees at different work places (F = 
3.188, P = 0.014). j Affective organizational commitment was rated differently across 
employees' different work hours per week (F = 3.070, P = 0.010). k Female 
employees rated normative organizational commitment significantly higher (t = 
-2.261, p = 0.024) than male employees. l Employees' organizational citizenship 
behavior towards organization was rated differently across employees at different 
work places (F = 2.910, P = 0.022). m Employees' organizational citizenship behavior 
towards organization was rated differently across employees' different work hours per 
week (F = 2.702, P = 0.021). n Employees' organizational citizenship behavior 
towards organization was rated differently across employees' work length at current 
work place (F = 4.116, P = 0.001). 
 
 6. I adhere to informal rules devised to 
maintain order.  
4.90 1.52 
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